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Benediction 


The Tattvopaplavasimha of Jayarasi Bhatta is a rare work on 
skepticism of Indian thought of eighth century A.D. The author has 
boldly criticized the means of valid knowledge stated by the various 
systems of Indian philosophy, i.e. Carvaka, Nyaya, Sankhya, Mlmamsa, 
Vedanta, Buddhist and Jain respectively by declaring the obliteration 
of all the principles. Although the tradition links it with the Carvaka 
systems of thought, its study leads a reader towards a skeptical 
critique of all major systems of Indian philosophy. It is indeed a 
unique work depicting Jayarasi Bhatta as a great dialectician. Also the 
study of the text helps us understand the Purvapaksa for without the 
understanding and negation of the Purvapaksa, the Siddhanta cannot 
be truly established. 

Prof. V. N. Jha, a renowned scholar of Nyaya, Mlmamsa and 
Vyakarana has translated the text into lucid English on the basis of 
BaiLddhabharati, Varanasi edition, 1987. The present book consists of 
an introduction, detailed analysis, and English translation. All these 
will be useful to readers. I hope that the publication of the text will 
stimulate further discussion and research. I am extremely happy that 
the Clrinmaya International Foundation Shodha Sansthan has brought 
out such a text on the system of Indian thought for future generations 
of scholars to edit and translate the text. 

We are very grateful to Prof. V.N Jha for his unstinted support for 
all the research activities at Chinmaya International Foundation and 
its Shodha Sansthan. May God’s grace and Pujya Gurudev’s blessings 
be ever with him. 

In Shri Guru Smrti 
Swami Advayananda 
President, CIF 



Preface 


Jayarasi Bhatta most probably flourished in between the later part of 
the 8th century AD and the earlier part of the 9th century AD ( ca. 
770-830) in Southern India. He was a philosopher, a skeptic, loosely 
affiliated to the materialist Carvaka/Lokayata school of thought. He 
is the author of one of the most extraordinary philosophical works 
in India, the Tattvopaplavasirhha (The Lion of the Dissolution of all 
Categories). Its palm leaf manuscript was discovered in 1926 in a 
manuscript library at Sanghavina Padano Bhandar, Patan by Sukhlalji 
Samghavi and Bechardas Dosi. The text was brought to light in 1941 
by them and they assigned 8th century AD as the date of the text. 
This date was slightly modified by Sukhlalji Sanghavi who placed 
Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasirhha between 725 and 825 AD, which, in turn, 
is accepted by Eli Franco (1987: 12-13). However, in the ‘Preface to 
the second edition’ of 1994, the date of Jayarasi Bhatta was modified 
as 770-830 AD. 

Carvaka, also known as Lokayata, is a system of Indian philosophy 
that assumes various forms of philosophical skepticism and religious 
indifference. It is named after its founder, Carvaka, the author of 
the Barhaspatya-sutra which is not available today except some 
quotations here and there. 

The present text of Tattvopaplavasirhha is often regarded as belonging 
to the Carvaka school, which would make it the only extant authentic 
text of that school. 

The Tattvopaplavasirhha reflects on various epistemological theories 
offered by various schools of thought. He critically examines a number 
of definitions of pramanas (process of knowing) accepted by various 
Indian schools of thought and proves that none of them are sufficient for 
establishing knowledge. Inference relies on inductive reasoning which 
cannot be shown to be universal premises. Testimony requires the 
reliability of the witness, which must be established by another the 
pramana. Even direct perception cannot be established as true, because 
it cannot be distinguished from an erroneous cognition. Therefore, 
Jayarasi argues that none of the sources of knowledge is valid and 
hence nothing can be known for certain. Jayarasi also challenged 
the astika establishment’s belief in supernatural beings by attacking 
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their epistemology with different arguments in a Vaitandika style. One 
can find free use of epistemological terminology prevalent at the time 
of Jayarasi in this text. 

Prof. V. N. Jha, a renowned scholar of Veda, Vyakarana, Nyaya, 
and MTmamsa, and the Former Director, Centre of Advanced Study in 
Sanskrit, University of Pune, has translated this text into lucid English. 
He has arranged the entire text in a dialogue form and has translated it 
in such a way that the arguments become clearer and the reading of the 
translation becomes quite enjoyable. For translating, he has taken the 
text of Baudhabharati, Varanasi edition, 1987 of Pt. Sukhlalji Sanghavi 
and Rasiklal Parikhji. In this edition, at several places, the Sanskrit text 
is broken and those sentences do not convey any sense. Hence, Prof. Jha 
preferred to leave them without translation with a hope, perhaps, that 
in future a better manuscript of the text may be unearthed. 

The present book consists of an introduction and a detailed analysis of 
the content of the text, over and above, the Sanskrit text in Devanagari 
along with its roman transliteration and English translation. At the end, 
an index of all technical terms used in the text has been appended, 
which, I believe, will be very much useful to the readers. It is a 
great pleasure for the Chinmaya International Foundation Shodha 
Sansthan to bring out this work for readers and scholars of Philosophy. 
I am very grateful to Prof. Jha for allowing our Shodha Sansthan to 
publish this work which is of great historical importance. I am thankful 
to all my colleagues for carrying out all necessary works connected 
with the publication of this volume. We are very much grateful to 
Rashtriya Snskrit Sansthan, New Delhi, for the financial assistance, 
especially to Prof. Radha Vallabha Tripathiji, the Vice-Chancellor, for 
his kind support and advice. My sincere thanks to Prof. K. G. Paulose, 
Chairman, CIFSS for his kind support and guidance. At last, I pray 
Pujya Gurudev and the almighty God for their blessings. 

Dilip Kumar Rana 

Director, CIFSS 
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Introduction 


The Tattvopaplavasirhha is the work written in the style of vitanda. 

The Author of the Text 

At the end of the book it is written that this work called 
Tattvopaplavasirhha is composed by Jayarasi Bhatta. Beyond this 
nothing is known about the author. 

Time of the Author 

About the time of the author also nothing is certain. Looking at the 
internal evidence, we do find reference to Kumarila, Prabhakara and 
Dharmaklrti in this text and so the upper limit may be fixed as 750 AD. 
Similarly, Tattvopaplavasirhha along with its author’s name Jayarasi is 
quoted in the AstasahasrT of Vidyananda, a Jain scholar of 810 to 875 
AD. On this ground Pdt. Shri Sukhalalji Sanghvi thinks that Jayarasi 
Bhatta might have flourished before 725 AD (Cf. Hindi Introduction of 
Varanasi Edn.). 

History of the Text 

The Tattvopaplavasirhha was published for the first time in the year 
1940 in the Gaekwad Oriental Series (No.87). This was edited by Pdt. 
Shri Sukhalalji Sanghvi and Prof. Rasiklal Parikh. That edition of 
this work along with the Hindi introduction of Pdt. Shri Sukhalalji 
Sanghvi was published separately by Swarni Dwarakanatha Shastri in 
the Bauddhabharati Series no. 20 from Varanasi in the year 1987. 

Form of the Text 

The Tattvopaplavasirhha may be regarded as a work belonging to the 
category of vitand-grantha. In a vitanda-grantha the main aim of the 
author remains to show how the others’ views are wrong and untenable 
without stating the author’s own views. Here too we find that Jayarasi 
has criticised positions of all the three traditions of Vedic, Jaina and 
Bauddha philosophy on the concept of pramana and prameya. In the 
Vedic traditions too, he has specially engaged the doctrines of Nyaya, 
Sankhya, Mlmamsa, Vedanta and Vyakarana and refuted them. He 
refers to the Jainas as Digambaras and refutes their stands. Among 
the Buddhists he takes on Dharmaklrti and his vijnana-vada-followers 
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and refutes their theories. He equally finds it difficult to agree with the 
language philosopher, Bhartrhari and ultimately refutes him also. 

This simply shows the versatile scholarship of Jayarasi. He 
demonstrates equal command on all the systems of Indian Philosophy. 
Ultimately he demonstrates that no doctrine is logically tenable with 
regard to concept of pramana (the process of knowing) and prameya 
(object of a true cognition). What is considered to be Truth can 
never be established through any definition. Therefore, there is nothing 
called Truth (tattva) or real as proposed by philosophers of various 
systems. He takes a pride even in saying that he has excelled even 
Brhaspati, the great teacher of the Carvaka school of thought so far the 
creation of doubts is concerned. The Carvakas seem to have accepted 
only one pramana called perception and the four mahabhutas namely, 
earth, water, fire, and wind. Jayarasi demolishes this position also. 
Thus, although one may get an impression initially that Jayarasi is 
the follower of the Carvaka school, one will be disillusioned once one 
completes the reading of the text carefully. This justifies the name of the 
text as Tattvopaplavasirhha (Lion who ransacks all the believed forms 
of Truth of any system of thought). He says at the end of this work 
that something appears to be true only as long as it is not critically 
examined. In his words : 

tad evam upaplutesu eva tattvesu avicaritaramaniyah sarve vyavaha- 
raghatanta eva. tatha 

pakhandakhandanabhijha jnanodadhi-vivardhitah, 

J ay araserj ay antiha vikalpavadijisnavah. 

Application of the Form 

This text provides training as how to frame questions in such a way 
with a number of alternatives (vikalpa) that it becomes difficult for 
the opponents to take a particular position. Gautama mentions three 
types of discourse (katha) in his Nyayasutra 1.1.1. They are vada, jalpa 
and vitanda. Vada is a form of a discourse which aims at discovering 
the truth. Jalpa is that dialogue which involves twisting arguments. 
Vitanda, on the other hand, is the form of discourse where the 
proponent is interested only in showing how the opponents’ stand is not 
tenable and hence wrong without, however, providing any alternative 
view-point. Gautama defines it as follows : 
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sva-pratipaksa-sthapanahino vitanda (Nyayasiitra 1.2.3) ‘A discourse 
in which the proponent neither agrees with the view of the opponent 
nor establishes his own view.’ Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasirhha belongs to 
this category of discourse. 

Content of the Text 

The plan of work of Jayarasi seems to be the following : 

Since the reality of any thing is claimed on the basis of pramana, it 
is better to challenge the very concepts of pramana held by different 
system of philosophy. Thus when the basis or groud to claim something 
real or existent is demolished, the reality of those accepted prameyas 
gets automatically refuted. 

Jayarasi has challenged and refuted the general and particular 
definitions of pramana of Nyaya, Mlmamsa and Bauddha philosophers. 
He also refuted the particular definitions of pramana as offered by 
Nyaya, Mlmamsa, Sankhya, Bauddha, Pauranikas and the Vaiyakarana 
thinkers. While he refuted the definitions of all the four pramanas as 
developed by Gautama, Jayarasi seems to have refuted the definition 
of perception of Sankhya, but those of perception and inference of the 
Buddhists. Jayarasi discussed all the six pramanas accepted by the 
Mlmamsa system and pointed out their limitations. The aitihya and the 
sambhava pramanas of the Pauranikas have also been criticised in this 
text. There is comprehensive criticism of the concept of vacaka-pada 
and sadhu-pada as desired by the grammarians. 

The following are some of the concepts which Jayarasi has particularly 
discussed: 

1. jati (universal or generic property) 

2. samavaya (inherence relation) 

3. alambana (object of knowledge) 

4. atathyata (falsity) 

5. tathyata (validity) 

6. smrti-pramosa (erasing of rememberance) 

7. sannikarsa (sense-organ-object-contact) 

8. visayadvaividhya (classifying objects into two category) 



9. kalpana (imagination) 

10. aspastata (haziness) 

11. santana (series) 

12. hetu-phalabhava (cause-and-effect relationship) 

13. atman (self) 

14. kaivalya (pure state without attributes) 

15. anekanta (multi-dimentional perspectives) 

16. avayavin (whole) 

17. bahyartha-vilopa (denial of external world) 

18. ksanabhanga (refutation of the theory of series) 

19. nirhetukavinasa (destruction without cause) 

20. varna (phoneme) 

21. pada (morpheme) 

22. sphota (conceptual form) 

23. apauruseyatva ( non-human agency) 

Jayarasi has very cleaverly discussed and refuted these concepts. It is 
a fact that all systems of Indian Philosophy do not accept all these 
concepts and while rejecting any of these concepts each system of 
thought offer a set of arguments. Jayarasi equipped himself with these 
sets of arguments for refuting a particular concept and made use of one 
set of arguments at his convenience. For instance, concepts accepted 
by the Naiyayikas, like jati, samavaya, avayavin and atman, are not 
acceptable to the Buddhists and the Buddhists developed a set of 
arguments to refute them. Jayarasi adopts these arguments of the 
Buddhists to refute the Naiyayikas and vice-a-versa. 

English Translation 

I have translated the text as it appears in the Varanasi edition. In 
this text it appears that the editors have followed certain principle of 
editing. According to which whatever is found in the manuscript has 
been kept unchanged in the running text and whatever has been added 
by the editors is kept in the brackets. If the addition is of the nature 
of correction in the text, the corrected form of the text has been kept 



in the first bracket ‘( )’. Similarly, if the editors have suggested some 
missing form of the text, that has been kept in the third bracket ‘[ ]’, 
and the broken text or corrupted text which does not convey any sense 
has been put into the second bracket ‘{ }’. I have not disturbed this 
policy of the editors. 

I have arranged the text in a dialogue-form. While translating the text 
I have tried to make the translation readable, without, however, losing 
the content. Wherever I could not make any sense of some text I have 
put question mark(?) in the brackets. At several places the Sanskrit text 
is broken and so while translating I had to keep it blank. 
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Abbreviation 


cRSRT. cfjT. 

^rrafsr. 

^TFRJ. 

wmm. 

t§Y 

WIT. 

?el'l0c|l. 

^TfcT. 


dx^'<i'S-il 60 lR 0 l 

^MfsT^: 

^rra^nf&T 

mwifer; 

t§)Rcb^|[u| 

STTsR^TTW^ 

?eflcTxnf^cf>^ 

W#TW: 




Tattvopaplavasimha of Jayarasibhatta 

d^td'clRfe: 

(Bhattasrljayarasipranltah Tattvopaplavasirhhah) 

Text with English Translation 

0.1 JF^cj-wuwfdsd 

Granthakaranapratijna 
(Introducing the Text) 

Text: 1 

1.dt iild . 

. tarn yata muna . 

Translation: 1 

...tarn yata muna .(The line is broken, it does not make any 

sense.) 

Text: 2 

2. [?r]W)LikHciRte ^ fwft tot [^rocf]. 

[tajttvopaplavasimha esa visamo nunarh mayd [srjyate] . 

Translation: 2 

This text called (Ta)Uvopaplavasimha which is unique, not similar 
i.e. extra-ordinary, peculiar is (being composed) by me indeed. ... 

Text: 3 

'Tll^r cTcTcT cfT bTlfRI 

nasti tatphalarh va svargadi. 

Translation: 3 

Or there is no result of that (good, or, bad act) viz. heaven etc. 
(hell) 1 


x The Carvakas do not accept either merit (punya) and demerit (papa) produced by 
good act, or, bad act respectively nor heaven and hell produced by merit and demerit 
respectively. 
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Text: 4 

M, ?TFI^T(£)cFW ^FTU: ^ W . 

satyarh, tavada(de)tasya karmanah sa bha . 

Translation: 4 

It is true but by that, of this act . 

(the sentence is broken and hence does not make full sense). 

Text: 5 

xT WTTSlfcrf^ft- 

uktarh ca paramarthavidbhirapi- 

Translation: 5 

Even those who know the Ultimate Reality have said the following: 

Text: 6 

“cilM RFTfs^Rxfcl: 3T[fcT?] .I JffcT TPptt «llcWfu^d1 II” 

^TTf^l 

“laukiko margo’nusarttavyah a[ti?J . lokavyavaharam prati 

sadrsau balapanditau. ” ityadi. 

Translation: 6 

“One should follow the mundane, or, ordinary path. (a part 

of the verse is missing). With reference to the mundane behavior, 
or, inter-action both, a child and a wise man, are alike.” etc. 

[2. dwilMk^M^cidj] 

[2. brhaspatestattvacatuskokterapi tattvopaplavaparatvam.] 

Text: 7 

d^d^i-UelcN-dwiHi Rihldl.... 

nanu yadyupaplavastattvanarh kimdya.... 

Translation: 7 

Well, if realities are unsettled i.e. are not as they are presented by 
different philosophers . (again, the sentence is broken). 

Text: 8 

“3Ubdbdwi cJTRsmWd:” 

“athatastattvarh vyakhydsyamah ” 
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Translation: 8 
Question: 

“Now, we shall explain the reality.” 

Text: 9 

^i#r cT^rg^NT ^tt"[ ] 5?^ 

“prthivyapastejovayuriti tattvani tatsamudaye sarirendriy avis aye 
samjna”[] ityadi 

Translation: 9 

“Earth, water, hre and air are the real entities. The compositions 
made out of them are called body, sense organ and object.” Are 
these real entities? 2 

Text: 10 
*T, SRTTSfan^l 

na, anyarthatvat. 

Translation: 10 

Answer: 

No, because they are made for something else. 

Text: 11 

kimartham ? 

Translation: 11 
Question: 

For what? 

Text: 12 

pratibimbanartham. 

Translation: 12 
Answer: 

For reflection. 

2 This list refers to only the material aspect of the world. The Carvakas do not want to 
go beyond that. Even time and space are not acceptable because these are not perceived. 
What to talk of self and mind? 
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Text: 13 

kirn punaratra pratibimbyate? 

Translation: 13 
Question: 

What is to be reflected upon here? 

Text: 14 

<jfs}ci||41p| cTwnffl eft% MRHcsIlPi, cHR Rfll4fl|U||Pl ci|cjfdB-4 fef> 
4,HA-i|lPl? 

prthivyadmi tattvani loke prasiddhani, tanyapi vicaryamanani na 
vyavatisthante kirn punaranyani? 

Translation: 14 

Answer: 

The entities such as earth etc. are well known in the mundane world. 
When we enquire deep into them, even they are cannot be properly 
characterized. What to talk of other entities? 

Text: 15 

efjst ?rt^T? 

atha katharh tani na santi? 

Translation: 15 
Question: 

How do you say that (they cannot be characterized and hence) they 
do no exist? 3 

Text: 16 

HHcqcK-eTTfl, hHpM-SRT^, HTflFl wt\: 
c^ar ['Md4cj].HTfll 

taducyate-sallaksananibandhanarh manavyavasthanam, mananiba- 
ndhana ca meyasthitih, tadabhave tayoh sadvyavaharavisayatvarh 
katharh [svayameva] . tam. 


3 If the world has an existence, it has to exist independent of its knowledge. Knowledge 
merely reveals the world. It is said jnanadhlna vastusatta ‘the existence of an entity 
is revealed by its true knowledge, or, manadhlna meya-siddhih ‘the knowable is to be 
established by its knowledge.’ But that knowledge has to be a true knowledge. But how 
to determine that a knowledge is true or false? The Carvakas hold that it cannot be. 





Tattvopaplavasimha 


5 


Translation: 16 

Answer: 

Here is our answer. (You will agree that) settlement i.e. existence 
of a proof (knowledge) is based on its proper definition. And the 
existence of ‘what is to be proved’ (object of knowledge) depends 
upon the proof (knowledge). In the absence of that (the proof), 
how can (by itself ) both, (proof and what is to be proved), be the 
objects of real reference... 

Text: 17 

3T2I.... H 5T. cA|c|gK: ddkhPl Wf^fcZJc^Rl ^ 

^ITf^lccfcZ[cf^R: Mc]xffi|d c d: I 

atha.... na ba . vyavaharah kriyate; tadatmani rupastitvavya- 

vahd.ro ghatadau ca sukhastitvavyavaharah pravarttayitavyah. 

Translation: 17 

Reference is made (the sentence is broken); at that time one should 
make reference to the existence of form in the self and reference of 
existence of happiness in pot etc. 

0.2 -iJIAI'HHd'KI Ik^SMSlWT q3t$TT 

[1. nyayasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya pariksd] 

Refutation of the definition of perception as accepted by Nyaya 
Text: 18 

If]f%n*faR|ebqVl*i JRWf" (^TRRJ. 

*1 n IV) 

[°i. |^uflWT: |] 

“[ijndriydrthasannikarsotpannarh, jnanamavyapadesyamavyabhicari- 
vyavasayatmakarh pratyaksam” (Nyayasu.1.1.4) iti tallaksanam. 

[1. adustakaraketyadivikalpacatustayena avyabhicaripadasya dusa- 
nopakramah.] 

Translation: 18 

The definition of perceptual knowledge as given by Nyaya Sutra 
1.1.4 is “a perceptual knowledge is that which is produced by the 
contact between the sense organ and its object and which is not 
verbalized, which is not erroneous, and which is determinate in 
nature.” 





6 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


Text: 19 

dT>x||ci|f^rar[ft]. 3T#f^ STOKfed^H, 

w^R'Hhs^t, 3^ran tt? 

taccavyabhica[ri] . kimadustakarakasandohotpadyatvena, ahosvid 

badharahitatvena, pravrttisamarthyena, anyatha va? 

Translation: 19 

Here we would like to know such knowledge is called “not 
erroneous”, is it because (a) it is produced by a number of factors 
free from defects? Or, (b) because it is free from contradiction? Or, 
(c) because it leads to fruitful interaction with the world? Or, (d) 
because of anything else? 

Text: 20 

d^^ebKeb'H^^dll^H 31cdft-c||Rcclbh #1 cbKUiHH^edl 

tadyadyadustakarakasandohotpadyatvena avyabhicaritvam; saiva 
karandnamadustata kenavagamyate ? 

Translation: 20 

There, if you say that such knowledge is not erroneous because it is 
produced by a set of factors which are free from defects, we would 
like to ask how do you know that those factors are free from defects? 

Text: 21 

H ^FRcpidl^cflIdJ 

na pratyaksena; nayanakusaladeratindriyatvat. 

Translation: 21 

You cannot say you know it by perception because the defects (say 
foreign particles) in the eyes are beyond the range of sense organ. 

Text: 22 

fel^PcRTSWTcr: I 

napyanumanena; lingantara ’navagateh. 

Translation: 22 

Nor can that be known by inference because, no other ground is 
known. 
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Text: 23 

fTFT f^w Truest TbRT toto Wrf?f; 

nanu idameva jnanarh lingarh taduttham, tasya visistatarh gamayati; 

Translation: 23 

Well the same perceptual knowledge will be the ground and that 
will cause the knowledge of its being special i.e. free from defects. 

Text: 24 

yadyevamitaretarasrayatvarh duruttaramapanipadyate. 

Translation: 24 
Answer: 

If it is so, it leads to the unavoidable defect of mutual dependency. 4 

(1) A true perceptual cognition has to be produced by the contact 
between a sense organ and the object. 

(2) It should not be erroneous. 

(3) It should not be caused by the decoding process of language 
(avyapadesya), and 

(4) It should be a determinate cognition, and not a doubtful 
cognition. 

Jayarasi is going to challenge all these criteria and ultimately he 
is going to demonstrate that they do not characterize any true 
cognition. 

Text: 25 

to, sjRdiuii yRfarato toFl hiRi4tW tpto- 

kinca, indriyanarh gunadosasrayatve tadutthe vijiidne dosasanka 
nativarttate purhvydpdrotpaditasabdavijndna iva. 

Translation: 25 

Moreover, if the sense organs are accepted as loci of healthiness 
and defects then, the doubt regarding the defects in the knowledge 

4 The Naiyayikas provide criteria to decide what can be called a true perceptual cognition. 
The criteria are: 



Jayarasibhatta’s 


produced by the sense organ does not override i.e. remains as it is 
like the verbal understanding from a sentence uttered by a human 
being. 

Text: 26 

3TT#f?§R Wracb^H^KcbcbKeb^cbei||Rf?| >hR&:? 

atha badhanutpattya 'vyabhicdritvarh jnayate; badhanutpattirvijnd- 
nasya kirn yatharthagrhititvena, ahosvid badhakajndnotpddakakdra- 
kavaikalyaditi sandihmah ? 

Translation: 26 
Question: 

If you say that the perceptual knowledge which has arisen is not 
erroneous because there has not arisen any contradiction. In that 
case our question will be is it the case that there has not arisen 
the contradiction because the perception has revealed the fact 
or because all the factors which will produce the contradictory 
knowledge are not present there? This is our doubt. 

Text: 21 

ft WTtlch.5lM'lcLlldcbcbKcbc|cbc^lld WT^JIdyMId:, ^ ^ q^RlpMi) 
vjfeTs?TFr STlrl WT?IT *T <bKcbdPmd 

^TT 'HdrbNlRcMdRdxQd 4 x 1 |R|t>t| 

*T ^dlddl iiW zrarTSTcTT TlTOfl 

drsyate hi badhakajuanotpadakakarakavaikalyad badhanutpadah, 
yatha dure maricinicaye jalajnane jate badha na sampadyate, abhya- 
sadesavasthitasya karakopanipdte satyutpadyate. sa copajayamana 
sarhvatsaradikalavikalpena sanjayate, kadacicca karakavaikalya- 
nnaiva sampadyate. na caitdvatd tasya yatharthata upapadyate. 

Translation: 21 

Answer: 

As a matter of fact, we do see sometimes because of absence 
of all factors contributing to the contradictory knowledge, the 
contradiction does not take place, as for example, in the beam 
of mirage at a distance, when there arises the knowledge of 
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water, there is no contradiction arising at that time. But, when 
there is association of all factors, with the familiar place the 
contradicted knowledge does arise. And sometimes for the arising of 
the knowledge of contradiction it takes a year or so and sometimes 
because of absence of all necessary factors, the contradicted 
knowledge does not arise at all. But simply because of this i.e. 
simply because the contradicted knowledge does not arise, it cannot 
be justified that the perceptual cognition is true. 

Text: 28 

3Tfcr ^, srrsnfe I 

api ca, badhaviraha eva badhasadbhavavedakah tadupalabdhatvena 
tatsadbhavopalabdheh. 

Translation: 28 

Moreover, the absence of contradictory knowledge itself suggest 
that there is contradiction, because the knowledge of absence of 
contradiction will cause the knowledge of contradiction. 

Text: 29 

3F£T^b fefj 

anyacca, badhavirahah him sarvapurusapeksaya, ahosvit pratipattra- 
peksaya? 

Translation: 29 

Still there is another point to be considered. Is it the case that 
there is absence of contradictory knowledge for everybody? Or, such 
absence of contradiction is only to that person who has perceived 
actually? 

Text: 30 

tadyadi sarvapurusapeksaya... tadvirahopya... [sajrvajnah syuh. 

Translation: 30 

If you say, it is with everybody. (the sentence is broken) then 

all will become all-knowing. 
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Text: 31 

'TFT m 'F^fTT: I efjf ^:? 

bhavantu nama sarve sarvajnah. ko dosah? 

Translation: 31 
Question: 

Let everybody become all-knowing. What is the harm? 

Text: 32 

I 

asarvajnavyavahdrabhdvaprasangah. 

Translation: 32 
Answer: 

In that case we cannot make reference to someone as “not 
all-knowing”. 

Text: 33 

3ft -trfcR^ffer^ f%Fi hVm^ cFt c^rRrarR; 

atha pratipattrapeksaya badhanutpadah-pratipatturbadhakarh vijna- 
narii notpadyate tena tadavyabhicari; 

Translation: 33 
Question: 

If you say that not arising of contradiction is only with that 
person who is perceiving, and therefore since the contradictory 
knowledge does not arise, and therefore the perceptual knowledge 
is not erroneous. 

Text: 34 

tadayuktam; pratipatturbadhakajndnd’nutpdde’pi desantaragamana- 
maranadina manimaricyddiviparyayajndnadarsandt. 

Translation: 34 
Answer: 

This is also not proper. Because, even if there does not arise the 
contradictory knowledge to the perceiver, even to that person it 
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is seen that there arises opposite knowledge, such as knowledge of 
mirage, when he goes to that place. (?) 

Text: 35 

3TSM dMdsIH cT8TTf^cfi^*i ^W%TFTt- 

d^frsfcr ?ramp p .p mrfrr mpp- “m? 

xr cRuf ^ ^r fJra^f?r p^ajzr: rmw:” [siram < miM] 

athavd tadviparyayajhanarh tathavidhamevotpannam svaprabhava- 
svabhavanupravesena yadbadhakavijhanotpadapratibandhakrt tadva- 

so 'pi tathabhuta eva parestasamyagjnanavat . evarh sati yadu- 

ktam- u yatra ca dustarh karanarh yatra ca mithyeti pratyayah sa eva 
asamicinah pratyayah" [Sabarabha. 1.1.5] ityetadeva’samicinam. 

Translation: 35 

Or, that erroneous knowledge being produced in that form because 
of it own nature, obstructs the arising of its contradictory 
knowledge. Even being affected by that it remains as it is like the 

true cognition, intended by the opponent.In this context, what 

Sabarasvamin has said in his Bhasya on Jaimini Sutra 1.1.5 “where 
the instrument is defective and where the knowledge is erroneous, 
such cognition is called a false cognition.” Is also not proper. 

Text: 36 

3rar p^fwFra^r 3ic3#mif^Ti ^r ; 

lH4x|-dHc|Pldk4)|R, bkdLhdPl^Tl: ^3 

^frKHHaipi frt: cWR-zn ffPT ?E^24m^fHdlRdi wrfcfl 

atha pravrttisamarthyena avyabhicaritam vetsi; pravrttisamar- 
thyam phalena'bhisambandhah, phalahca srakcandanavanitoda- 
kadi, tesu satyaphalanispatteh tesu phalopacarah taddehasamba- 
ndhah pravrttisdmarthyam. pravrttih kayastha kriya tatsamarthya- 
mavyabhicdritam gamayati. 

Translation: 36 

If again, you know that the perception is not erroneous on account 
of its corresponding with the reality, then corresponding to the 
reality or prompting to fruitful interaction with the world, means 
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the association with the result and result is garland of flowers, 
sandal wood paste, women, water, etc. As a matter of fact, the 
real result is going to be produced in them. And by extension they 
are treated as result. Therefore, the association of body is in fact, 
the correspondence with the reality. The inducement is the activity 
in the body, the capacity of that leads to the knowledge of not being 
erroneous. 

Text: 31 

dQ>T 3TWFf, 3PHFRT dT? 

tatkim avagatam, anavagatam va? 

Translation: 37 
Question: 

Here we want to ask: whether that capacity causes the knowledge 
after being known or without being known? 

Text: 38 

zrfT HIcHdhj '3Tt^T' efjSt 3THT5WTH, ddTI<^ci|pHx||Rdl 

cfjSfWF^fcT 

yadi navagatam; tad ‘asti’ iti katharh vetsi? atha’vagatam; tadava- 
gateravyabhicarita kathamavagamyata iti purvoktamanusarttavyam. 

Translation: 38 
Anticipated Clarification: 

If you say that it causes the knowledge without being known, then 
how do you know that it exist. And if you say that it causes the 
knowledge after being known, how does it lead to knowledge that 
the perception is not erroneous? Therefore, one will have to follow 
the same method of enquiry as presented before. 

Text: 39 

vdsjebWIkAII 3pzrfHT||Rdl Cjppr-afrcif^; fcb cRTTfcPHTcft- 

WMi, dwIldldkf^jMbW, H£?Me1eblkdl ^T? 

udakaprdptya purvotpannodakavijnanasya avyabhicdrita vyavastha- 
pyate; kirn tatpratibhatodakapraptya, ahosvit tajjdtiyoda[ka]pra- 
ptyd, tadvamsajajalapraptya va? 
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Translation: 39 
Question: 

If you say that if water is obtained after the knowledge of water, it 
is concluded that the knowledge of water which arose before, is not 
erroneous. There we would like to ask, is it so because one gets the 
water which was revealed in the knowledge? Or, because one gets 
water of that genre. Or, because one gets water of the same family? 

Text: 40 

JTfcmidkebWIk-All; dbdybT ^fcRTcfl^PI 3MT-2JPT 
h^^MRdddlsf^blld'lMvjlldlScldcl^ilkilled yrdbdhd'H^Wd;i 

tadyadi pratibhatodakapraptya; tadayuktam; pratibhatodakasya ava- 
sthanam nopapadyate, jhasamahisaparivartana ’ bhighdtopajata’va- 
yavakriyanyayena pratyastamayasambhavat. 

Translation: 40 
Anticipated Clarification: 

If you say that because one gets knowledge which was reflected 
in the perception, it is not proper. Because what appeared in the 
knowledge, does not exist there. Because it is possible that the 
water has become extinct through the action in the parts caused by 
striking of water, by the changing movements of fish, buffalo etc. 

Text: 41 

3T&T dvrolldWk^Wlkill, tjd crft ^ cj'cjR|-d'li|HKHIdi|Fd 

jriTT: ddLiiRdSi 

atha tajjatiyodakapraptya, evarh tarhi asatyodakajndne’pi jate kvacit 
toyamasadayanti pumarhsah tadapyavitatharh syat. 

Translation: 41 

Again, if you say that the knowledge of water has led to the getting 
of water belonging to the class of water which was revealed in 
the knowledge of water (therefore the knowledge of water is not 
erroneous), then sometimes even if an erroneous knowledge of water 
arises people get a water in that case that erroneous knowledge will 
also have to be declared as a true cognition. 
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Text: ^.2 

3TST cTt?WTeRicWg^ d' RFWfcT WITH g cIsfSIcMd'Hdil^cb 

Mmfcf cFT ^ 

atha taddesakalasarhlagnamudakarh na prapayati mithydjndnam, 
samyagjnanarh tu taddesakalasarhlagnamudakarh prapayati tena 
tadavyabhicanti cet; 

Translation: J/2 
Clarification: 

Well, the erroneous knowledge of water does not lead to getting the 
water connected with a particular space and particular time. But, 
a true cognition of water does lead to getting the water connected 
with a particular space and time and therefore such a true cognition 
is called not erroneous. 

Text: 43 

yanna prapayati tad vyabhicari tarhi mumursupadarthotpaditarh 
jhanarh candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadisarhvedanarh ca vyabhicari 
prapnoti. 

Translation: 43 
Reply: 

Then it implies that, that knowledge which does not lead to getting 
the object revealed by it is an erroneous knowledge. In that case, 
knowledge which is caused by some thing which is about to die or 
vanish and also the knowledge of moon, sun, planet, constellations 
and stars etc. will have to be declared as erroneous (because such 
knowledges do not lead to getting the objects revealed by the 
respective knowledges). 

Text: 44 

*T ^ cltsiebld'HdilkehWNcbccIHf^, 'ddcMfedlSKH^HcJlelJ 

na ca taddesakalasarhlagnodakaprapakatvamasti, desasyapi udaka- 
vadvinasasambhavat. 
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Translation: 44 

(Moreover), it is also not true that what you consider to be a true 
cognition, leads to getting the water connected with a particular- 
space and particular time, because as water is likely to be destroyed 
the place also is also likely to be destroyed. 

[?. 

[2. prasangat jdternirdkaranam.] 

Refutation of Universal 

Text: 4^ 

^FRdtsf^TI 

naca jateh sambhavo ’sti. 

Translation: 45 

There is no possibility of “universal” or generic property being a 
real entity. 

Text: 46 
*T tJcT qjSJJp 

sa eva katham? 

Translation: 46 
Question: 

How is to so? 

Text: 47 

cfrS^- ^TT ta, tasta ^rfcT? 

kathyate- sa udakavyaktibhyo’bhinna, bhinna, bhinnd'bhinna veti? 

Translation: 47 
Answer: 

Here is the answer. Let me ask (a) what you call universal or a 
generic property (say waterness) is it identical with waters? (b) or 
different from waters? (c) or different-cum-identical with water? 

Text: 4& 

dKlc^!oi|c|[*§icTT: cTRTT HHiRH d>Wlft (iM 3lfq) dldkdl- 

TTfrl:, cl^cfKSf xf 'Mdf'dl^cfrdNfrl: I n Pb'HHkddl dldk^RMilRl) dTI 
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tadyadi taddtmyavyavasthitah tada iha tastim nanatvena tasyapi 
(tasya api) nanatvopapattih, tadekatve ca sarvasamekatapattih. 
ekatve ca nihsamanyata tadatmyaviparydso vd. 

Translation: 48 

If you say, that the universal is identical with the particulars, 
then since the particulars are many in number, there will arise the 
contingency of universal being many in numbers (i.e. there will 
be many waternesses). And if you say that the universal is only 
one, then there will arise the contingency that all the particulars 
becoming one. And if the particulars become one it will have no 
universal. Or, it will result into error of identity. 

Text: 49 

3?ar 3TST^cf^P; ^TT ^xTbbM, 3i^ldl4)KI 3T? 

atha arthantarabhuta; sa vydvrttdkdra, anugatakara vd? 

Translation: 49 

Again if you maintain the universal as a distinct entity, then the 
question arises (a) whether it is of the form of being distinct from 
the rest? Or (b) whether it is of the form of one of the same form 
in the consecutive cognitions? 

Text: 50 

ci| |c] tI IKI; WWM oLJ |^cb^-cTH |c) C c| |dldlRciqj 

tadyadi vydvrttdkdra; na tasyah samanyarupatvarh vyavrttaikasva- 
bhavatvat toyadivat. 

Translation: 50 

If you say that it is of the form of being distinct from the rest 
then that cannot be of the form of universal because of its being of 
distinct unique character like an individual water. 

Text: 51 

3T&T 31^clW; 3TRWil^cTT, h^TTd^JcTT cp? 

atha anusyutarupa; tatkim atmarupanusyuta, pararupanusyuta vd? 

Translation: 51 

But if you say that it is of the form of one of the same form. There 
again the question arises (a) is it of one of the same form identical 
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with its self or (b) is it of one of the same consecutive form identical 
with the form of something else. 

Text: 52 

cT^TTcWTT^p, dddrbdj 

tadyadyatmarupanusyuta, tadayuktam; atmanyanugama ’bhavat. 

Translation: 52 

If you say it is of one of the same form identical with its self, it is 
not proper because there is no question of consecutiveness in one 
and the same thing. 

Text: 53 

3T&T tRWTT^PJcTT; cplf py^qT^JcTcTT-f^ cTxTTW^Ff, cT^FTcTRTt ^TT? 

atha pararupanusyuta; keyarh pararupanusyutata-kim tattadat- 
myam, tatsamavayo va? 

Translation: 53 

And if you say it is of one of the same consecutive form identical 
with the form of something else, then we would like to know what 
is that: is it of one of the same consecutive form identical with the 
form of something else: (1) Does it mean identity with that? Or (2) 
does it mean inherence with that? 

Text: 54 

tadyadi tddatm.yam; samanyatadvatorabhedaprasangah. 

Translation: 54 

If you say it is identity with that, then there arises the contingency 
of universal becoming identical with that which possesses universal, 
that is particular. 

Text: 55 

3TS1 WWW: ST^PJcTTcflRcTT; dddyb^; 'HHhdlfsbH: bHdlil: I 
3tJTcT 'bMhldldfild,hKs?i *T cf?TtS^WII 

atha pararupasamavayah anusyutakarata; tadayuktam; samanyad- 
bhinnah samavayah. samanyasya anugatam rupamalocayitumarab- 
dharh na tato’nyasya. 
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Translation: 55 

If you say it is inherence with other form, is what is called the form 
of being known as of one and the same form in the consecutive 
cognitions, that is not proper, because (for you) inherence is 
different from universal. We have initiated the discussion on the 
form of consecutive character of universal and not of anything else. 

Text: 56 

?T^T wf^TW5^Tf^(^n)lF?TT vdsJebRsIH'W 

ffthi 

yadi ca udakajatiydrthaprdptyd 'vyabhicdritd purvoditodakavijna- 
nasya vyavasthapyate; tada udakajatergavadavapi sambhavo ’sti 
gavddi prdptyd'vyabhica(cd)ritd udakavijndnasya syat. 

Translation: 56 

If you say that the knowledge of water is not erroneous because 
it leads to the obtainment of something similar to water, then the 
universal of water i.e. waterness can be found also in cow etc. and 
so even if one gets cow after getting the knowledge of water, the 
knowledge of water can be said to be not erroneous. 

Text: 57 

3TS1 vldcl-Kcj'b-l J|c||sj|c|*ncT xtcfc 

atha udakatvasya gavadavabhava iti cet; 

Translation: 57 
Clarification: 

Well, there is no waterness in cow etc. 

Text: 58 

RKcRTHM:, 31?JF?TT‘>Wt ^TT? 

kim itaretarabhavah, pragabhavah, pradhvamsdbhavah, atyanta- 
bhavo va? 

Translation: 58 
Reply: 

Here we would like to know what kind of absence is here in the cow. 
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(1) Is it a mutual absence (2) Or a pre-absence (3) Or a destruction 
(4) Or an absolute absence? 

Text: 59 

d£l<Jld$cNI*TFr:; ddT vddebK|c|ft ^FTHb[ I ^W1?I1 *T 

vdsJehcd'W, vdsjchcd^dl % . 

tadyaditaretarabhavah; tada udakadavapi samanam udakatvasya’- 
bhavaprasahgah. udakarupata na udakatvasya udakatvarupata ca 
nodaka . 

Translation: 59 

If you say it is a mutual absence, then it is common in water also 
and as a consequence there will be absence of waterness in water 
too, because neither waterness is of the form of water, nor the water 
is of the form of waterness. 

Text: 60 

3TS1 5TWl:; ddT \dd*'Kimi«IH'Htf: I 

atha pragabhavah; tada udake ’pi udakasyabhavaprasangah. 

Translation: 60 

If you say there is a pre-absence of waterness in the cow, then even 
in water one can say there is no water. 

Text: 61 

3T&T PKcRTmTd:; d^T dd^sfd 3PTTdtRT?f: I 

atha pradhvarhsabhavah; tada udake ’pi abhavaprasahgah. 

Translation: 61 

Similarly, if you say there is destruction of waterness in cow, then 
there is such destruction in water also. 

Text: 62 
3T21 3RN|[^|; 

atha anyatrdsti; 

Translation: 62 
Clarification: 

Well, waterness is found in another water. 
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Text: 63 

WcihklPld'W 3F^ WFFll 

naikatra pratyastamitasya anyatra sambhava upapadyate. 

Translation: 63 
Reply: 

It cannot be so because if something is destroyed in one place this 
destruction can be possible elsewhere also. 

Text: 64 

3?ar 3R5FRTRF1:; dWSRFWW: I 

atha atyantabhavah; tada udake’pi tasyd’bhavaprasangah. 

Translation: 64 

Again if you say that there is absolute absence of waterness in the 
cow, then there will arise the contingency of its absence being in 
water also. 

Text: 65 

3tsi ^FsrmTcn^ 

atha sambandhabhavad gavadavudakatvabhava iti cet; 

Translation: 65 
Clarification: 

We say that there is no waterness in cow, because there is no relation 
of waterness in the cow. 

Text: 66 

cFTlfr feR Sd^d'd’TFT:, jrKRTFM:, 3I^RTmFfr ^f?T drbcqqj 

tatrapi kirn itaretarabhavah, pradhvamsabhavah, atyantabhavo veti 
purvavad vaktavyam. 

Translation: 66 
Reply: 

There also the same questions arise as before: (1) Is it the case that 
there is mutual absence of relationship and the cow? (2) Or there 
is destruction? (3) Or there is absolute absence? And one should 
satisfactorily answer them. 
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Text: 67 

J|c||<|c|(5)^cf5ccm7Fr 5% M.; 

nimittantarabhavad, gavadava(vu)dakatvdbhdva iti cet; 

Translation: 67 
Clarification: 

Since there is absence of any other ground, there is absence of 
waterness in the cow. 

Text: 68 

^frs^nfcr i 

so ’trapi samanah. 

Translation: 68 
Reply: 

That is common here also. 

Text: 69 

oi||ckfa, vdsJehlehKlTj efsSt ci||cjxf^? ^cfWRcRfT, 

3WRFR^UT? 

na ca udakavyaktmdrh nanatvamupapadayitum, paryate. udakam 
anudakakarad udakakarataya vyavarttate, udakakarattu katharh 
vyavarttate? kim udakakarataya, ahosvid akarantarena? 

Translation: 69 
Reply: 

Moreover, it is not possible to explain how individual waters 
are made (one can understand that) water is distinguished from 
non-waters, in the form of water. But how can one form of water 
be distinguished from another form of water. If it is distinguished 
then two questions come to our mind (1) Is it being distinguished 
in the form of water? (2) In the form of something else? 

Text: 70 

cM^hkhNcWT cA||ckfa, cRT 3PJThkhRcTT WI Hi fa 

3T£T3^cfWRcRn vd^chlchKlRlWcl; clcfl^HI^Rcl I 
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tadyadyudakakarataya vyavarttate, tada anydsamudakavyaktmdm 
anudakakarata prapnoti rasaderiva. atha anudakakarataya udaka- 
karannivarttate; tato dahanaderiva anudakatvaprasahgah. 

Translation: 70 

If you say that it is distinguished in the form of water then the 
other water individuals become non-water like taste etc. and if one 
individual water is being distinguished from other water individuals 
in the form of non-water, then, as fire is non water so also other 
water individuals will become non-water. 

Text: 71 
3T&T 

atha udakakararupata’visese 'pi avantaraganikakarabhedapariklrpti- 
riti cet; 

Translation: 71 
Clarification: 

Well, although there is no difference in the forms of water 
individuals, still one gets the knowledge of difference of the form 
of other entities like jasmine flower. 

Text: 72 

31c|W^lfD|cblebK: dlddldk^cijcl^fn:, ^dldk^cildl^IRt cfT? 

satyam, avantaraganikakarah toyatadatmyavyavasthitah, atada- 
tmyavyavasthito va? 

Translation: 72 
Reply: 

What you say is true. But we would like to know (a) whether that 
form of entity like jasmine flower is decided on the basis of the 
identity with water? Or (b) whether it is decided on the basis of 
non-identity with water? 

Text: 73 

cTRlcRJcqcff^JcT:, cRT vdsJebKNlQhll^ I ^ dkilKHIR 

vSdchci|ifildHd ) dchk)Mdl W^\ fcT, yc|TRd^c| ^up^| 

tadyadi tadatmyavyavasthitah, tada udakakarataya udakantarad- 
bhidyate. evarh canyasam udakavyaktinamanudakarupatd prapnoti, 
purvoditameva dusanam. 
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Translation: 73 

If you say that it is decided on the basis of identity then it amounts 
to saying that one water is distinguished from another water as 
water. In that case, it will amount to saying that other water 
individuals are not water and in this way, all the defects raised 
above can also be raised here. 

Text: 74 

3T8!ldKlc^ci|c|R^: ; c# 3^sjchd *HI^Rc|| 

athatadatmyavyavasthitah; tarhi anudakatvarh rasaderiva. 

Translation: 74 

If you say that it is settled on the basis of non-identity, then 
obviously the other individuals will not be called water as taste 
is not called water. 

Text: 75 

3T&r ^WfcJTT^W 31^cfWRR cij|c]x{e|; 

atha udakatvavyavrttya anudakakarad vyavarttate; 

Translation: 75 
Clarification: 

Well, by distinguishing in terms of waterness water is distinguished 
from non-water. 

Text: 76 

«llddftd fM^PT:! ii^c(ct>cc|c«4i^Tdl5d,c(ct>ld 
\3c;cn|c;-j i c;cn|x.x| cfjar ci||c)Tfc|? 

srnvantu ami balalapitarh vipascitah! yadyudakatvavydvrttya’nu- 
dakad vyavarttate toyam, udakatvanca udakadanudakacca katharh 
vyavarttate ? 

Translation: 76 
Reply: 

Let these so-called intelligent people listen to your tale of children, 
if you are saying that water is distinguished from non-water by 
distinguishing waterness, then we will also how are you going to 
distinguish from water and non-water. 
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Text: 77 

*T njIIcAKN ciiicixfchHf^dl 3T^M dT ^PlBlMkH4l5^F?T: 7^1 

^cRTdFTT oUlcjxf^ vdkdlRdl ^TFJxf^, ^Tf^rT^PWl^l 

na jatyantararh vyavarttakamasti. abhyupagame va anisthopaplava ’- 
nubandhah syat. tasmat svenaivarupena itaretaratmana vyavarttate 
na jatyadina vyavarttate, jatyaderavydvrttiprasangat. 

Translation: 77 

You do not have any other universal which can distinguish them. 
And if you accept another universal, you will be caught in 
the undesired chaos. Therefore, it is better to accept that each 
individual water is distinguished from others by its own form and 
not by any entity called universal. Because, in that case there will 
be a contingency of an impossibility to distinguish universal from 
the rest. 

Text: 78 

HHkdlMMfd: ddd,MMxl1 bldctd dTd'HHhd- 

rrf^t Alcclcldj 

tasmat sthitametat nodakavyaktinam, nanatvopapattih tadanupa- 
pattau nodakatvarh nama samanyamasti svatvavat. 

Translation: 78 

Thus, we have come to this conclusion that it is not possible to 
explain the plurality of water individuals and when that cannot be 
explained we can say that there is nothing called universal such as 
waterness as you too do not accept individuality as universal. 

Text: 79 

Icfrsfr TFTRfT, PkdTd TTcTt R:dHvjH4KdldhlldJ 

ito’pi na vidyate samanyam, nityasya sato vijnanajanakatvdyogat. 

Translation: 79 

For the following reason too (we hold that), there is no universal. 
Because, if a positive entity is eternal it cannot produce knowledge. 

Text: 80 

FT? 

tadeva katham? 
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Translation: 80 
Question: 

How do you say so? 

Text: 81 

^ ehKehW'<H^5WTSNJlHehlc|'t«TraT cl^r 3TH: eblilVlWW'Htf: I 

cfT 3jpt(i?r)^ ^IdldfM [d] vSH^I 

vyutpadyate - vijndnajanakdvasthdyarh yadeva svarupa(pam) sama- 
nyatmakam, saktimacchaktiruparh ca karakantaranapeksaya ’janaka- 
vasthayarh tadeva rupam, atah purvamapi karyotpadaprasangah. 
anutpade va prage(gi)va iddnimapi [na] janayet. 

Translation: 81 

Answer: 

Let me explain. At the time of producing the knowledge whatever 
form, of the nature of universal, possessed of capacity, and of the 
nature of capacity it had without depending upon any other causal 
factor the same form it has at the time of not producing knowledge. 
Therefore, there arises the contingency that it should produce effect 
viz. its knowledge even before and if it does not produce effect it 
should not produce even now as before. 

Text: 82 

3TST vAMIddRl 

atha karakantaramapeksya utpadayati karyam, 

Translation: 82 
Clarification: 

Well, it will produce effect taking help of some other causal factor. 
Text: 83 

fefj eld TNTPcf^l fsfcqrT 4>K4 k 4T, HTWt PT? 

kirn tena karakantarena tasya kriyate karakatvam, jnapyate va? 

Translation: 83 

Answer: 

We would like to know what does other causal factor do to this 
universal? Do you want to say that the causal factor makes this 
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universal also a causal factor? Or, do the causal factors reveal 
universal? 

Text: 84 

tad vyu(tad yadyu)tpadyate; susthitarh nityatvam! 

Translation: 84 

If you say the causal factors convert universal into a causal factor 
then its nature of being eternal is gone. 

Text: 85 

3cT c^RcfKcFf, 

uta jnapyate; siddharh tarhi karakatvam, tadabhave ’pi vidyamana- 
sya’vadyotanat. 

Translation: 85 

Again if you say that the causal factors reveal universal, then it 
is proved that the universal itself is a causal factor. Because, even 
without the causal factor, something existent is being revealed. 

Text: 86 

■qcRJ FFT ebKehd ^ TFL? 

bhavatu nama karakatvam, ko dosah? 

Translation: 86 
Question: 

Let the universal be a causal factor, what is the harm? 

Text: 87 

karyotpattiprasangah. 

Translation: 87 
Reply: 

There will arise the contingency of its producing the effect. 

Text: 88 

cbKcjx^sfcr cm f 

atha karakatve ’pi karyarh na janayet; 
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Translation: 88 
Clarification: 

(It is not necessary) even if it is a factor, there is no need that it 
should produce any effect. 

Text: 89 

3# Wf %TTfWT?Tr:! ^TTtsfcF dTfWT WTT^Ff; TT^WPTFT- 

^Tfcf^hTcfl 

oho rajajna gariyasi naiyayikapasoh! ito ’pi nasti samanyam; tadupa- 
padakamanavyatirekat. 

Translation: 89 

Answer: 

Oh, what a prevailing order of the king, of the animal logician. 
Also for the following reason, we think that there is no universal. 
Because, there is no proof which can explain it. 

Text: 90 

3Tf^T tHWf- '3FWt: 'W cFT '3?# cfj 

^TTfefH 3mfcfWHFTFWf dlMM^I 3TtWT 

ftsTFT WTtllRehei WTfcfcT^T^TTWd; 

nanu asti pramanam- ‘anayoh sadrsyam’ ‘esdrh sarupyam’ ‘tena 
sadrso ’yarn ’ ‘asau va tena sadrsah ’ ityadijndnarh samanyasatta- 
vabodhaka(karh) apratipannasamanyasya nopapadyate. asti tvidarh 
vijnanarh badhavikalarh jdtitanuvyavasthdpakam; 

Translation: 90 
Objection: 

Well, there is proof for instance there are cognitions like, “there is a 
similarity between the two,” “these have similar forms,” “it is similar 
to that,” “that is similar to this,” and the like. These knowledges 
convey the existence of universal. And unless one accepts universal, 
these knowledges are not possible. This is a knowledge which is not 
contradicted and therefore it establishes the form of universal. 

Text: 91 

^ cPT ^rsr fTFfJdTWT, Ch4d m? cTWf^ 

fdlTrf^T vATstld; TT^T *T 'TFTRT ^eMdldT, 3hHHHJIcHeb4c| Plfa-dPkSf- 
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3Tef I 3TSf chbdN^H dWm?!; 

dddR; %TSTffTfd fdfTFT 'dFTRT ^RMdffffdffRdlffl 

tadetadayuktam; kirn nimittabhutena tena evarhvidharh jhanamu- 
tpadyate, karmatapannena va? tadyadi nimittabhutena utpadyate; 
tada na samanyam kalpamyam, asamanyatmakameva nimittami- 
tthambhutasamanyajhanotpadanaya, alarh samanyakalpanaya. atha 
karmatapannena utpadyate; tadasat; naiva’vabhati vijhane sama- 
nyarh dhurtairaviparyasitasamvidam. 

Translation: 91 
Reply: 

This is improper. Is it the case that universal is an efficient cause 
because of which such knowledge is produced? Or is it the case that 
universal causes knowledge by becoming object of that knowledge? 
If you say being an efficient cause it produces knowledge, then there 
is no necessity of postulating any universal. For the production of 
such knowledge of universal the efficient cause of the nature of 
non-universal itself, is sufficient. There is no need of postulating 
any universal. If you say that universal produces knowledge, by 
becoming the object of that knowledge that is also not true. No 
universal appears in the knowledge of those who have not been 
brain-washed by the cunning logicians. 

Text: 92 

nanu sadrsyamavabhati; 

Translation: 92 
Objection: 

Well, as a matter of fact, similarity does appear in the knowledge. 

Text: 93 

TTf, 3FPTTfd, 3Tfd dR W 

M|T|c|-Kc|ff, tJrT WM:, 3Ftd ^fcT MdldTdft 

satyam, avabhati, napahnuyate api tu-dravyagunakarmdtmakam 
sat pacakadibhedesuyatha esarh pacakatvam, ete pacakah, tatpaca- 
kasadrso 'yam, asau anena sadrsa iti visesadavapi drastavyam. 
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Translation: 93 
Reply: 

It is true. It appears. We are not denying that. But it is of the nature 
of either substance or quality or action, as we find in different cooks, 
as we find cookness in them and we say they are cooks or “he is like 
that cook” or “that cook is like this cook” in the same way such 
references can be made to particulars also. 

Text: 94 

atrapi samanyapartjnaptiriti cet; 

Translation: 94 
Objection: 

In these cases also, there is knowledge of universal. 


Text: 95 

R; t| d q ^ kd 5fRR [t. ^ H IM] 

na; sutravyaghatat samanyavisesesu samany avisesa’bhavat tata eva 
jnanam [Vai. su. 8.1.5.], 

Translation: 95 
Reply: 

No, it is not so. If you interpret like that, it will go against 
the Vaisesika Sutra 8.1.5 “there is no universal and particular in 
universal and particular.” Knowledges arise from them directly. 


Text: 96 

3lf%T W- TFTRl MRc|xa-iH|^ klfR , klfR rig 

MRchcMdldR, gq: HHhdR ^AlPlBI $ci|dR I 

anistha ca- visesesu samanye parikalpyamane sati sandehah, sati 
sandehe tesu visesdntararh parikalpaniyam, punah samanyam itya- 
nistha ityalam asadgraha’bhinivesena. 


Translation: 96 

This is also not desirable. If we postulate universal in particulars 
there will be doubt. And when there will be doubt, one will have 
to postulate another particular. Again, in those particulars some 
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universal and in this way (it will lead to infinite regress) and 
therefore this is not desirable and hence enough of this unsound 
insistence! 

Text: 97 

atha bhinnabhinna samanyarh bhavadbhih pratipadyate-akarabhe- 
dena vyaktibhya upalabkyate ityarthantaram, desabhedena tu naiva 
upalabhyate ityavyatirikte(ktam); 

Translation: 97 
Objection: 

Well, you are explaining universal which is different-cum-identical. 
You are telling that it is distinct because it is obtained from 
particulars due to the difference in form. But it is not obtained 
as distinct on the basis of the difference in space. 

Text: 98 

tadetanmahasubhasitam, 

Translation: 98 
Reply: 

Oh, this is indeed a great and beautiful saying! 

Text: 99 

3Tfq^3TlW‘tr^RM^<h ) MdlRil 
RTfWT Pl^RdhJ 

na desabhedenaiva vastunarh bhedah api tu akarabhedenaiva bhava 
bhedamupayanti. yatha ca akarabhedo nasti tatha ’nantarameva nive- 
ditam. 

Translation: 99 

It is not true that things become different only because of the 
difference in space. But the positive entities are distinguished on 
the basis of difference in their form. And we have just explained 
how there is no difference in form. 
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[?. Pb'HHhj] 

[3. prasangat samavayasya nirasanam.] 

Text: 100 

wm ^hciiai^i sjfog^tfcrsfcn q^n#fer?li 

samanyarh samavayavrttya vyaktisu varttate iti. na casau vidyate. 

Translation: 100 

Universal (according to you) exists in the individuals by the relation 
of inherence. But the fact is there is nothing called inherence. 

Text: 101 

^FT^TRTT ft- ^TT? 

samavayo hi- vydvrttaikasvahhavah, anugataikasvabhavo va? 

Translation: 101 

We would like to know (1) whether it is of unique and distinct 
nature or (2) whether it is consecutively of unique nature. 

Text: 102 

cUrft cZTT^ricU^mFf:, eb'WRfl WP:, ^r^fT oZTT^rT: dldlRciqj 

tadyadi vydvrttaikasvahhavah, kasyasau samavayah, sarvato vya- 
vrtteh mladivat. 

Translation: 102 

If you say that it is of unique and distinct nature we would like 
to know, whose inherence it is, because it is distinguished from 
everything like a blue object. 

Text: 103 

3?ar3id, j i^ch>!^tncr:; ?#, Picard ^s^^^xhikciiRcjcL 

atha anugataikasvabhavah; samanyam tarhi, na samavayah, nitya- 
sya sato ’nekatra vrttergotvadivat, 

Translation: 103 

Again if you say it is consecutively of unique nature, then it becomes 
universal and it is not inherence, because it is a positive entity, it 
is eternal, and it exists in many individuals like cowness. 

Text: 104 

dMMId4,qq|U||inqix^| 

upapadakapramanahhavacca. 
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Translation: 104 

And also there is no proof which can explain inherence. 

Text: 105 

nanu pratyaksabuddhyavaseyo ’sau; 

Translation: 105 
Objection: 

Well, it can be definitely known by perceptual cognition. 

Text: 106 

tadayuktam; kirn sambandhabuddhya’dhyavasiyate, ahosvid ihabu- 
ddhya, samavayabuddhya va ucyate? 

Translation: 106 

Reply: 

This is not correct. Is it known as a relation, or is it known as the 
locus or is it known as inherence. What do you want to say? 

Text: 107 

cPTS^t ^FspST:? fefc 3T#f^ 

^eblLiKHvjjPld:, 3FlcpTfwrcfT, dT, cp, 

^r^T(-m)^RT cfT? 

tadyadi sambandhabuddhya; ko’yarh sambandhah? kirn sambandha- 
jatiyuktah sambandhah, ahosvid anekopadanajanitah, anekasrito va, 
sambandhabuddhiviseso va, sambandhabuddhyutpadako va, samba- 
ddha(ndha)karo va? 

Translation: 10 7 

If you say, it is known as a relation, we would like to know what 
is that relation? (1) Is it a relation associated with the genre of 
relation? (2) Or is it known as something caused by many evidence. 
(3) Or is it known as located in many? (4) Or is it known as a 
particular knowledge of relation? (5) Or is it known as the generator 
of knowledge of relation? (6) Or is it known as something which a 
form is associated? 
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Text: 108 

^Fsp?T:; ; 'HHc||A||S^FEJ^W'H^: I 

tadyadi sambandhajatiyuktaste sambandhah; so ’nupapannah; sama- 
vaya ’sambandhatvaprasangah. 

Translation: 108 

If you say that your relation is that which is associated with the 
genre of a relation that is not proper, because it will lead to the 
contingency of un-related inherence. 

Text: 109 

3T&T 3^<hlMldHvjlPld: ; cl^T WPPHW: I 

atha anekopadanajanitah sambandhah; tada kumbhaderapi samba¬ 
ndhatvaprasangah. 

Translation: 109 

If you say it is that relation which is caused by many factors, then 
even a pot will have to be treated as the relation of inherence. 

Text: 110 

3T&T 3FTchTf5r?T: yRRh cRT tlduikdl^: 5R^fcTI 

atha anekasritah sambandhah tada ghatajatyadeh sambandhatvam, 
prasajyate. 

Translation: 110 

If you say it is a relation which is located in many, then the universal 
of pot, viz. potness will have to be treated as a relation of inherence. 

Text: 111 

3T21 TFsFSp I 

atha sambandhabuddhyutpadakaste sambandhah ucyate; tada locana- 
derapi sambandhatvaprasangah. 

Translation: 111 

If you say that your relation is that which produces the knowledge 
of relation, then there will arise a contingency of treating eyes etc. 
as a relation of inherence. 

Text: 112 

3T&TcRTetf<^ebebRcjpHKlRfcc|ft 
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atha sambandhabuddhyavaseyah sambandho 'bhidhiyate; tada kaule- 
yakakarikumaradisvapi sambandhasabdavyutpadane sambandhatva- 
prasangah. 

Translation: 112 

Similarly, if you say that, that is relation of inherence which is 
definitely known from the knowledge of relation, then when one 
derives the knowledge of relation from the relational terms like 
“someone born in a noble family,” “the baby of an elephant” etc. 
there will arise the contingency of such relations becoming the 
relation of inherence. 

Text: 113 

'fFsp^cf^Tt: ^%TFTfclW^ n^SRnpP 5TTHTI 

sambandhetarayoh ekavijnanavisayatve itarasya sambandharupata 
prapta. 

Translation: 113 

If relation and non-relation becomes object of one knowledge, the 
non-knowledge becomes relation. 

Text: 114 

3T&r ^F^FST:; I 

atha sambandhakarah sambandhah; sarhyoga’bhedaprasahgah. 

Translation: 114 

Again if you say that the form of a relation is a relation of inherence, 
then it will become identical with the relation of contact. 

Text: 115 

^clW^lfOlcblebK'kJ zraTT ‘to: nap gnFcTTnPPto 

avantaraganikakarastu yatha na bhedakah tatha purastaduktameva 
dusanam. 

Translation: 115 

As the form of another jasmine flower is not the distinguishes we 
have already stated it before along with the objections which could 
be raised in that case. 
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Text: 116 

3T2T TC:’ 5% 

atha iha tantusu patah ’ iti ihabuddhyadhyavasiyate; 

Translation: 116 
Objection: 

Well, (the knowledge of inherence) is obtained for certain on the 
basis of the knowledge “there is cloth here in these threads.” 

Text: 117 

*TI ^5%fteuRtfcf^ccncfl d - Wcfkldh) 3FdR 

MRcjoeMfdci 3TfcWWTcll 

na. ihabuddheradhikaranasarhvidrupatvat. na cdsminnafna canyasmi- 
nnd)kare pratiyamane any at parikalpayitum nyayyam, atiprasahgat. 

Translation: 117 

Reply: 

It is not proper, because, the word here stands for the knowledge 
of locus. It is not proper to postulate something else, when such a 
form of locus is revealed in the knowledge. Or else it will lead to 
undesirable contingencies. 

Text: 118 

3T&T >HHc||A|^BJnS5^'Hlf^A|cl; 

atha samavayabuddhya v tmasatkriyate; 

Translation: 118 
Objection: 

Well, this we had decided on the basis of knowledge of inherence. 

Text: 119 

'HdTd^d.MMxb, '3pj cfnj:, 3W TC: f 3RIHH4): 'HHc||±|:' 
^fcf R dTTcJ dfldcl dFTT: I 

sopyanupapanna eva, samavayabuddheranupapatteh, ’ayarh tantuh, 
ayarh patah, ayamanayoh samavayah ’ iti na jatu janate janah. 

Translation: 119 

Reply: 

That is also not proper, because, there is nothing called knowledge 
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of inherence. This is a thread, this is cloth, and here is the 
relationship of inherence ‘between the two’ people do not know this. 

Text: 120 

3T2T SFflFbT 3bjdfclff; 

atha anumanena anumiyate; 

Translation: 120 
Objection: 

The inherence can be inferred. 

Text: 121 

$ 3b|RFf-^, TFTRTcft ^1 

dve anumane-drstam, samanyato dr stark ca. 

Translation: 121 
Reply: 

You have two forms of inference (1) drsta (2) samanyato drsta. 

Text: 122 

na drstam; pratyaksavyatirekat. 

Translation: 122 

The first type of inference will not apply here, because inherence is 
not perceived. 

Text: 123 

HHhddl ^rrRt; i 

samanyato drstamapi nasti; tatprabhavakarya’nupalabdheh. 

Translation: 123 

The second type of inference will also not apply, because one does 
not see any effect produced by inherence. 

Text: 124 

dR^QR >HHc||A|5llftebl-tS TC: ffcl WW- 

3Mf?lcr-^hcddcc]lcl, '^5 ^fci Wci|i|c|^| 

nanvihabuddhireva samavayajndpika-‘iha tantusu patah iti pratya- 
yah sambandhanimittah, abadhita-ihapratyayatvat, ‘iha kunde 
dadhi ’ iti pratyayavat. 
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Translation: 124 
Objection: 

Well, the very knowledge “here in the threads there is cloth” will 
cause the knowledge of inherence by the following inference: (l)The 
knowledge “here in the threads there is cloth” is caused by a 
relationship. (2)Because, it is an uncontradicted knowledge “here 
in the threads there is cloth”. (3)Like the knowledge “here in the 
pot there is curd”. 

Text: 125 

3hj4klcl- 

kimanena anumiyate- 

Translation: 125 
Reply: 

What is being inferred by this inference?: 

Text: 126 

fefc Plft-dhldR, 37T ^Rb? 

kirn nimittamatram, uta sambandhah? 

Translation: 126 

(a)The very causal factor which cause the inferential cognition of 
inherence? Or (b) The relation of inherence? 

Text: 127 

vfe PlPklHMH, cTcT: f^^TTKRRTT ^frtjRldoil: I 

yadi nimittamatram, tatah siddhasadhyataya sambodhayitavyah. 

Translation: 127 

If you say mere causal factor is being inferred then it is required to 
be satisfied because it is going to cause knowledge of that which is 
already known. 

Text: 128 

3TSI TWRk; ^RTPT:, TTTTRTf A T? 

atha sambandhah; samyogah, samavayo va? 

Translation: 128 

And if you say that relation is going to be inferred then I ask you, 
is it (a) contact or (b) inherence? 
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Text: 129 

^TT^TT^ WFT^TRl 

sarhyoganumane upagamahanih. 

Translation: 129 

If you say that it is a contact which is being inferred it will go 
against your conclusion. 

Text: 130 

^RJcA|f^eb:| 

samavdydnumane sambandhavyatirekah. 

Translation: 130 

And if you say that inherence is being inferred then there is absence 
of relationship. 

Text: 131 

d’ xfPWT 3 WfK^Ff, d ^ ^TCrldZRfe^P^ 

c^upcKHMIcf ^fl 

na canyasya sambandhah anyasya gamakatvam, atiprasangat. na 
jatu devadattanayanakutasambandhe yajnadattendriyarh rupadika- 
martharh karanatvasamyat prakasayad drstam. 

Translation: 131 

It cannot be the case that the relation is with something else and 
it causes the knowledge of something else, because, it will lead 
to undesirable consequences i.e. the defect of over-application. It 
is never the case that when something is related to the eyes of 
Devadatta the sense organ of Yajnadatta reveals the object such as 
color because of the similarity between the sense organ of Devadatta 
and Yajnadatta. It is never seen like this. 

Text: 132 

^ ^rfrr efjsf ^rif^ ^fcpr-arr ffcr Rkai^i 

evarh sati samanyasamavayavirahe katharh dravyadi vyavastha iti 
cintyate. 

Translation: 132 

Thus, when there is neither universal nor inherence how can one 
decide or know or settle that something is a substance (i.e. how can 
there be something called substance.)? 
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Text: 133 

3?ar cract ^T(3Ta[ ?IS?l«r)NJldWlki|| 3pfeHdlRdl ffRTeT; dddybd; 

SP^TTcRjfterMT M|Hchcc|oi|^cMctl *T % v3d4>oifedi HHkcHfel, xf q 

fekl ?ran ffefer g^rkfi 

atha tadvat sat/yafatha tadvarhsaja)jalaprdptya avyabhicarita 
jhayate; tadayuktam; antyavayavidravyanarh janakatvavyatirekat. 
na ca udakavyaktmdrh nanatvamasti, yatha ca na vidyate tatha 
niveditarh purastat. 

Translation: 133 

Like that, if you say, since one gets water belonging to the same 
family of water, the knowledge of water will not be proper, because, 
the substances in the form of final wholes cannot be the cause of 
anything (i.e. of any other whole) and there are no other water 
individuals and that there are no plural individuals of water, has 
already been explained before. 

Text: 134 

fed, y^ffeTFrfer sifeferfferr wfer-fe sfer 

kihca, pravrttisamarthyena avyabhicarita piirvoditajhanasya jhapyate- 
kirh lihgabhutena, aho adhyaksatmakena? 

Translation: 134 

Moreover, you have said that on the strength of consistent 
inter-action the knowledge which arose before i.e. the knowledge 
which prompted the interaction is not erroneous. There questions 
are (a) is it because that is treated as a ground for inference or (b) 
is it because it is of the nature of perception? 

Text: 135 

fefe^T; clbdybT; dfe I 

tadyadi lihgabhutena; tadayuktam; tena sakarh sambandhanava- 
gateh. 

Translation: 135 

If you say it causes the knowledge as a ground that is not proper, 
because, one cannot know the invariable concomitance with that. 
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Text: 136 
3tWit dlSci 

avagatau va ’lark pravrttisamarthyena. 

Translation: 136 

If you say it can be known, then there is no need of capacity of 
resulting into fruitful interaction. 

Text: 137 

3T&n?2rakh^H; dddybhj ^fiRdVkd'klPl^H dtedd- 

f%FT *T tkWbci Pl^leiHdrcjlcf ^u^cblR^dHddJ *T %FMT- 
’IFfTSERTfcT, ‘dTT d^TkTRXI 

athadhyaksatmakena; tadayuktam; purvoditapratyastamitena sakarh 
sannikarsd’bhavat. tadvisayavijnanam na pratyaksaphalarh nirdla- 
mbanatvat kesondukadisamvedanavat. na vijnanasyabhavo ’vabhati, 
na bhavah tadabhavat. 

Translation: 137 

If you say it will cause the knowledge being in the form of perception 
that is also not proper, because, there cannot be any contact with 
the knowledge which arose before and vanished. The knowledge of 
that object cannot be the result of perception, because, it will be 
contentless, like the knowledge of thread-like things which appear 
in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly open 
our eyes. 

Text: 138 

STlcfjRNcfk^T cfT, h^wllRdh^d^d dT, 
cTT, ^Vm^d m? hodbdfhd^lT^IT# fWk? d^d^ 

avidyamanasya visayartho vaktavyah-kim akararpakatvena va, 
mahattvadidharmopetatvena va, sattamatrena va, sahotpadena va? 
sarvasya pratyastamitatvat kathamasau visayah? tadvisayatve keso- 
ndukadivijndnasyeva mithyatve bijamanvesanvyam. 

Translation: 138 

There does not appear either absence of knowledge or presence 
because it does not exist there. You should tell us the meaning 
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of content which does not exist, (a) Is it content because it offers 
itself to the knowledge? or (b) Is it content because it is associated 
with the property viz. “grossness”? or (c) Is it content because of 
mere existence or (d) Is it content because it arises together? As 
a matter of fact when all of them have vanished, how can that be 
called content? 

And in spite of that if you say that it is content of knowledge, 
then like the knowledge of thread-like things which appear in the 
knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly open our eyes, 
that should be considered as erroneous or illusory and in that case 
one should enquire into the reason for this illusion. 

Text: 139 

WFFV ftsznccFTNUei d?f: dwTlWid: Wcfl 

atmasattamatrena mithyatve sarvasya mitkyatvamapadyate tatah 
tattvopaplavah syat. 

Translation: 139 

If by mere existence of itself it is considered as illusory, then 
everything has to be accepted as illusory and thereby one will have 
to accept that there is nothing called real and everything is a flux. 

Text: 140 

xllRdlR^ WtikAlcl; dddybhj cPspTT 3T, doMk>M cfT? 

atha anyatha ’vyabhicaritvarh grhyate-dtmantahkaranasambandhena 
utpannarh vijndnam avyabhicaritavisistarh pradyotyate; tadayu- 
ktam; tadavyabhicaritvarh taddharmo va, tatsvaruparh va? 

Translation: 140 

If you say that there is another way by which one will know that 
perceptual knowledge is not erroneous viz. when the knowledge 
produced by the relationship of inner sense organ i.e. mind and the 
soul is revealed qualified by the property of not being erroneous. 
This is also not proper, because, this give rise to two questions (a) 
whether the property of not being erroneous is the property of that 
knowledge or (b) is it the nature of that knowledge? 
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Text: 1^1 

ftc*T:, 3#foTT ^T? 

tadyadi taddharmah-sa nityah, anityo va? 

Translation: 141 

If you say that it is property of that knowledge there again the 
question arises (a) whether that property is permanent? Or (b) 
whether non-eternal property? 

Text: 142 

zrft tab cRT ^Tf?RTwMf^(WN^)cTT I 

yadi nityah, tada jatidosenapopodi(napodi)to veditavyah. 

Translation: 142 

If you say that it is eternal property then it will be rejected on the 
basis of the same defect which were raised in connection with the 
universal. 

Text: 143 

3TSTTSta:-^r ^ q^^TRT vTTcT:? 

atha’nityah-sa purvotpannah, saha, pascadva jatah? 

Translation: 143 

Again if you say that it is non-eternal, then also one can ask 
(i) whether it was produced before (ii) whether it is produced 
simultaneously or (iii) whether it is produced later. 

Text: 144 

yciVbl:; cRT Spf:? q % ?tfWFd^T ‘HRcj^R, mtf\ 

cqi^xl^Mccllcfcfj: c|rbci|qj 

tadyadi purvotpannah; tada kasyasau dharmah? na hi dharminama- 
ntarena dharmo bhavitumarhati, sarvato vyavrttarupatvat kah 
kasyeti vaktavyam. 

Translation: 144 

If you say it is produced before, then one may ask whose property it 
is? Because, without a locus no property can exist. When everything 
is discrete, which is property of what? You should tell. 
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Text: 1^5 

3T2T^t?q^:; ffcf c|xbci|dj 

atha sahotpannah; kastayoh sambandha iti vaktavyam. 

Translation: 145 

If you say it is produced together then you should state what is the 
relation between the two? 

Text: I 46 

dldld^ddyMfrk-m iZRFsFSTTfrFT 'cbPT 3I3jftx||Rrcp{ 

ffcfl 

tdddtmyatadutpattisamavdyasambandhdbhdve sati sasthyartho vakta- 
vyah ‘tasya avyabhicaritvam’ iti. 

Translation: 146 

If the relationship is not identity or cause-and-effect relationship or 
inherence then what will be the meaning of the genitive suffix, you 
should state, because, the expression is “the property of not being 
erroneous of that”. 

Text: 147 

3T&T ^ sjftx||Rdl IfcTI d xf 

xllR^q'l SRff^r fi'bllRcdfdRxb:, WR^qWTTcfl 

atha prsthotpannastarhi purvarh vyabhicarita vijhdnasya prapnoti. 
na ca adhyatmiko 'vyabhicdrirupo dharmosti sukhadivyatiriktah, 
tatpratityasambhavena svayamanabhyupagamat. 

Translation: 147 

If you say that it is produced later then it implies that the knowledge 
was erroneous before. It is not also the case that there is a property 
viz. the state of not being erroneous in the self other than happiness 
etc. because, that can never be known and you yourself have not 
accepted it. 

Text: 148 

Tjfe ^ 3p2TfHx|Klddl SRf 3TSTRrlTipT: 3TWJip|U|^ ftsTFT 

SklT-STTWg^T^; cpe^TWf; 

nfdMfri4,|el|c|'!-aiHld < Hll<d, W^TlWltW^ FTFT Wcfl 
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yadi ca avyabhicaradayo dharma arthantarabhutah abhyupaga- 
myante tairavacchinnarh vijnanarh samagrya avasthapakamud- 
ghusyate; taccanupapannam; pratyekamanekavisesandvacchinna- 
vijndnapratipattikdldvasthdndyogat, jnapyajnapakayorabhave karttr- 
matraprabandhi jnanarh syat. 

Translation: 148 

If you declare that the properties like not being erroneous are 
accepted as another type of entities, and therefore the knowledge 
qualified by those properties will account for the factors which have 
produced it, this is also not proper, because, each knowledge will not 
exist up to the awareness of the knowledge qualified by a number 
of qualifications and where there will be absence of both the revealer 
and the revealed, the knowledge will be restricted to only the knower. 
Text: 149 

3TST ^HxIHIdlSd^hT, cfT? 

atha tatsvarupamavyabhicaritvam-tatkirh svasattamatra ’nurodhena, 
arthantarasattanurodhena va? 

Translation: 149 

If you say the very nature of the perceptual knowledge is that it is 
not erroneous, there the question arises, is it on account of its mere 
existence? Or is it on account of the existence of another object? 

Text: 150 

5lH>HTlHl^c||5czrf^r||Rcc|^^, cT^T 3fc3#lx|lRdl 

^ sfidh-dHIdld^l^fiT fTFT I 

tadyadi jndnasattdmdtrataiva ’ vyabhicaritvamucyate, tada kesondu- 
kasarhvido ’pi avyabhicarita syat. na ca jdanasattamatranurodhena 
jnanarh vyabhicaryavyabhicari va udgiyate. 

Translation: 150 

If you say the mere existence of the knowledge is what is called 
the state of not being erroneous, then the knowledge of thread-like 
things which appear in the knowledge when we come from the 
Sun and suddenly open our eyes, should also be considered as not 
erroneous. It is not proper to say that some knowledge is erroneous 
or not erroneous only on the basis of its existence. 
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Text: 151 

3T#f^ ^W1WT5 #tR^tTT^#T? 

atharthantarasattanurodhenavyabhicaritvam-kim anupakaraka’rtha- 
ntarasattanurodhena, ahosvid upakaraka 'rthantarasattanurodhena? 

Translation: 151 

If you say that it is not erroneous, because there is existence of 
another knowledge, there again the question arises (i) is it because 
of existence of another knowledge which is not involved in the 
production of the knowledge? Or (ii) is it because of the existence 
of another knowledge in the production of knowledge? 

Text: 152 

cTWf^ cTFR 3T^TcmWT5Sif^T^mT^I^T, RqWd- 

taftcTraW:! 

tadyadi tavad anupakaraka 'rthantarasattanurodhena, tada keso- 
ndukaindudvayasarhvidopyavyabhicaritdprasahgah. 

Translation: 152 

If you say that it is on account of existence of another knowledge, 
not involved in the production of knowledge, then there will arise 
the contingency of accepting the knowledge of thread-like things 
which appear in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and 
suddenly open our eyes and the perception of two moons when you 
press your eyes in a particular way, as not erroneous. 

Text: 153 

3TSI 3tclrf^x||Rdl-f^ WdlilHHISaiMMchKch- 

atha upakaraka ’rthantarasattanurodhena avyabhicarita-kirh pratiya- 
mdna’rthdntaropakdrakasattanurodhena, tadvipantarthantaropaka- 
rakasattanurodhena va? 

Translation: 153 

If again you say that it is on account of the existence of another 
object which is involved in the production of knowledge, the 
knowledge is known as not erroneous, then again the question arises 



46 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


(i) is it because of the existence which is involved in production of 
knowledge of something else “being known” or (ii) is it because 
of the existence which is involved in the production of another 
knowledge “not being known”. 

Text: 154 

^$TT*2pFT:, cRT STcftcTTSHHIdl xf ^TT- 

cixiHvJiPidRsiH'W crrs^ixiiRdi ^ 

tadyadi purvapaksabhyupagamah, tada atita’nagatanumanavijna- 
nasya yogipratyaksasya ca codanavacanajanitavijnanasya va 'vyabhi- 
carita na bhavet tadavagatopakarakarthabhavat. 

Translation: 154 

If you accept the first alternative, then, the inferential knowledge of 
the past, inferential knowledge of the future, the perception by the 
Yogins, or even the knowledge caused by Vedic injunction, cannot 
be considered as not erroneous, because, there is no object which is 
known as the helping factor towards that. 

Text: 155 

dT I 3T2T *TcT:; cf^T dd >H ft - 

bhave va vitanakriyalopaprasangah. atha uttaro matah; tada kesondu- 
kaindudvayasarhvido ’vyabhicaritvam prasajyate ityasadgrhitam. 

Translation: 155 

Accepting that, that is there, there will arise the contingency of 
vanishing all activities. Again if you accept the second alternative, 
there will arise the contingency of accepting the knowledge of 
thread-like things which appear in the knowledge when we come 
from the Sun and suddenly open our eyes and the perception of 
two moons when you press your eyes in a particular way, as not 
erroneous. Therefore this is not a proper understanding. 

Text: 156 

to, dfes1H*t 31oA|RMl4cHld WWf, 3kTTTd cfT? 

kinca, tadvijnanam avyabhicaryavagatarh samagrya jnapakam, 
anavagatarh va? 
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Translation: 156 

Moreover, that perceptual knowledge is not erroneous you have said. 
Is it the case that, that knowledge is not erroneous which is known 
through a collection of factors or which is not known? 

Text: 157 

ZTWTcFf; chWIcHlfa: STR^RTfcT^TT ^TT, ^TT? 

yadyavagatam; tasyavagatih atmasarhvidrupa va, jnanantaravedya 
va? 

Translation: 157 

If you say that only when it is known, it causes the knowledge, then 
is that knowledge of knowledge self-illuminating or it is to be known 
by another knowledge? 

Text: 158 

d^khki^dk>M|cHfd:; TTFgfFf; £(^)WRJM J HldJ WFT- 

f^RtST: I 

tadyadyatmasamvedanarupavagatih; tadayuktam; dva(sva)yamana- 
bhyupagamat. abhyupagame va upagamavirodhah. 

Translation: 158 

If you say it is self-illuminating and therefore it causes its own 
knowledge, it is not proper because in your System (in the System 
of Nyaya) you would not accept any knowledge as self-illuminating. 
And if you accept there will be contradiction with your doctrine. 

Text: 159 

3T&T ^fRT; 

atha jndnantaravedyarh vetsi; vijnanayorbhede bijamanvestavyam. 

Translation: 159 

If you say that, that perception is not erroneous is known by another 
knowledge, one will have to enquire the ground to explain the 
difference between those two knowledges. 

Text: 160 

5lHh5lHlchKlcf5lHkhddl c4||cJtW ^Hkd^^cqicjxf^?-f^sIHIRddl 
cillcjxftd 3H^lPkM^31|chKRd^u|? 
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jnanamajnanakarat jnanatmataya vyavarttate jndnantarattu 
katharh vyavarttate?- him jnanatmataya vyavarttate ahosvid akara- 
ntarena? 

Translation: 160 

Knowledge is distinguished from the form of knowledge as 
knowledge but how can knowledge be distinguished from another 
knowledge? Is it distinguished as knowledge? Or, in terms of another 
form? 

Text: 161 

cKTfcl shdkhdhl ci||c|xW ; d^T slldkhdl pMxfcl dVlI&JsiTI 

tadyadi jndndtmatayd vyavarttate; tada anyasya jndnatmatd nivar- 
ttate toydderyathd. 

Translation: 161 

If you say it is distinguished as knowledge, then the other (i.e. 
the non-knowledge i.e. the form or object) is not of the nature of 
knowledge as water is not knowledge. 

Text: 162 

3TSf 3WRFd^T; ^ 3b<bKdR-dl<l- 

c^JTTS^fhTTcfl 

atha akarantarena; akarantarasvikarane jndnakdravirahah syat, aka- 
rayostadatmya ’ yogat. 

Translation: 162 

And if you say that it is distinguished on the basis from another 
form, then if you accept another form, it amounts to saying that 
there is no form in knowledge, because the two forms cannot be 
identical and if they are identical that object is only one. 

Text: 163 

dldld^ 3T Wd^ITRi^) 3TWt(^T) dT? dfdURT^); ddlf 3WRFd^T 
oi||c|Tfcl fdFd; slUkhd^d, 3F*bRT 3ffTHk^kfkcraW: I 

tadatmye va ekarh tadvastu jnatam(narh) ajnatarh(nam) va? yadi 
jnatarh(nam); na tarhi akarantarena vyavarttate kintu jnanatma- 
tayaiva, anyasya ajnanatmakatvaprasangah. 
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Translation: 163 

Is that single object knowledge or non-knowledge? If it is knowledge, 
then it cannot be distinguished with the help of another form, but 
only in the form of knowledge. Since, the other will become of the 
nature of non-knowledge? 

Text: 164 

3TSI 3T5TRt(^t); d: dhltedhj 

atha ajhdtarh(narh); siddharh nah samihitam. 

Translation: 164 

If again you say that single object is non-knowledge, then what we 
are intending to prove, is already proved. 

Text: 165 

3?ar FTldR ci||c|xfch^, dd^d RTdrfcf ffcT 

atha jhanatvarh vydvarttakam, tatkena vyavarttate iti purvokta- 
manusarttavyam. 

Translation: 165 

If you say the property of being knowledge is distinguishing factor, 
here again we would like to know by what it distinguishes? And 
thus, we will have to follow the same method of raising doubts as 
shown by us before. 

Text: 166 

d Rddfdl 3TSf d ddddlfd efjst 4,ddfR? 

vijhanantaravedyamapi na samhhavati. atha na vedyate; tadastiti 
katharh punarvetsi? 

Translation: 166 

That the knowledge is not erroneous cannot be known by any other 
knowledge also. If you say that it is not known, then we will ask 
you how do you know that it exists. 

Text: 167 

dvddT d^d^R^HdiradldTdld^S^Md-dcij: | 

anenaiva vartmana satyetaravijhanayorvibhdgdbhavo 'bhyupagantavyah. 
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Translation: 167 

In this way, we can show there is nothing called a true cognition or 
a false cognition. This is what you should note. 

Text: 168 

ato ’ vyabhicaripadamaparthakam. 

Translation: 168 

And therefore, we say that the term “not erroneous” is meaningless. 

[«. WebKI^ui pRRT:|] 

[4- prakarantarena avyabhicaripadasya nirasah.] 

Text: 169 
^cTtWTTWf- 

itopyaparthakam- 

Translation: 169 

For the following reason also the clause “which is not erroneous” 
(in the definition of perception as given by Gautama 1.1.4) is 
purposeless: 

Text: 170 

3rTrfr(f?)d?Tc[i 

indriyarthasannikarsapadena apodi(hi)tatvat. 

Translation: 170 

Because, the intended true perception can be excluded from the 
false perception by the word “contact between sense organ and 
object”. 

Text: 171 

nahi kesondukavijnanasya nayandrthasannikarsodbhutirasti. 

Translation: 171 

It is not the case that the perception of the thread-like things which 
appear in the knowledge when we come from the Sun and suddenly 
open our eyes is produced by the contact between eyes and the 
object. 
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Text: 172 

d-c|fdd ddmldld 31 c^t]|Rm^ ; 

nanvasti maricyudakavijhanasya, tadapanodaya avyabhicaripadam; 

Translation: 172 
Objection: 

Well, the clause “which is not erroneous” is required to exclude the 
perception of water in the mirage. 

Text: 173 

?r?r; d?r trfcnnfci, d ^ dbr ^ R^dRd 

dTsR^dRdl dOHM^dT, ddRqdl(^) WftdddRddddcfl 

tanna; yata udakarii pratibhdti, na ca tena saha sambandho ’sti. vidya- 
mdnena sakarh sambadhyate na’vidyamdnena. tatsambandhe va, na 
tadvisayo(ye) mithyatvamihopapadyate satyodakasarhvedanavat. 

Translation: 173 
Reply: 

It is not true, because, in that knowledge of water, water does 
appear, but there is no relationship of sense organ with that water. 
The relationship of the sense organ is possible only with that which 
exists there and not with that which does not exist there and if you 
say there is a relationship with water there, then the knowledge of 
water arising from the mirage, cannot be said to be erroneous like 
the knowledge of water where there is real water. 

Text: 174 

dd; wdlAWIHk^H df? dTfWT dSndl^(aiFdT)eFsd 

q^RlPMiH dTTcP> ^FSTtsfTd, 3hdMHrdldl jrfcT 3RT ^ 

fdSZTRTT, 31-ildldHdR 3dfddTfdl 

nanu yadyapi pratiyamanodakena saha sambandho nasti caksusah, 
tathdpdpyd(thdpya)lambya mancinicayena sakarh sambandho’sti, 
tasyaiva alambanatvat taddesam prati pravrtteh, ata eva mithyatvam 
anyadalambanam anyacca pratibhdti. 

Translation: 174 
Objection: 

Although there is no contact of eyes with the water which has 
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appeared in the perception of water in the mirage, still, there is 
relationship with the mirage after getting water as its object. Water 
alone has to be the object of that knowledge because the person in 
need of water goes towards that direction of mirage and that is 
why such knowledge of water is called erroneous, because the basis 
of that knowledge is different and what appears in the knowledge 
is different. 

[H. W'HfJ-KIdHHLWiafrzr 

[5. prasangaddlambanapadarthasya pariksanam.] 

Text: 175 

cfTtSdhlcIMHI&fr FF - 3WJ<ldHH FFFf nfcRTcftfcT? 

FTFTFFFFb f%FlWfF?1?TT F? 

ko’yamdlambanartho nama yenedamudghusyate - anyadalambanarh 
cany at pratibhatiti?-kirn vijnanajanakatvam, dkararpakatvam, vijna- 
nadhikaranatvam, vijnanavabhdsitata va? 

Translation: 175 
Reply: 

Please tell us the meaning of the word alambana on the basis of 
which you are making the statement, on which the perception of 
water depends is different and what appears in the perception is 
different. Does it mean (i) “the property of being the producer of 
that knowledge”? or (ii) does it mean “the property of offering a 
form in that knowledge?” or (iii) does it mean “being the locus of 
that knowledge”? or (iv) does it mean “the state of being a revealer 
of knowledge?” 

Text: 176 

RsIHvjHdKcHIdMHISf:; ?FT dddldlcbl^ft 3ileiHdd | 

tadyadi vijndnajanakatvamdlambanarthah; tada nayanalokaderapi 
alambanatvarh prasajyate. 

Translation: 176 

If you say that the meaning of the term ’alambana’ is being the 
property of being the producer of that knowledge, then eyes, light, 
etc. should also be called alambana. 
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Text: 111 

3T&T ^IcPKnVkcHIcIMH^; dddybd., ^dlftcMHH^T^MdHIcU mi ^ 

fwnwt %tfI ^ i 

atha akararpakatvamalambanatvam; tadayuktam, naiyayikasama- 
ye’nabhyupagamat. yatha ca visayakaro vijhane na yujyate tatho- 
paristat pratipadayisyamah. 

Translation: 111 

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is being the 
property of offering a form in that knowledge, that is also not 
proper, because, such a position is not acceptable in the doctrine of 
Nyaya. We are going to explain later in what way the form of the 
content of knowledge, will fit into that perception. 

Text: 118 

3?ar R^Hlf^UkdhldMd^, [^;] ^ flHb;3Tfcrg 

atha vijhdnadhikaranatvamdlambanatvam, [na;] na maricicakrot- 
kalitamudiyate jhanam api tu atmasamavetamatmanamasadayate. 

Translation: 118 

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is being the locus 
of that knowledge, it is also not correct, because, it is not the case 
that knowledge arises by way of blossoming as it were, from the 
circle of the mirage. But what happens is it obtains its own form in 
the self through the relationship of inherence. 

Text: 119 

3T&T RsIHIcffllRlddl 3hdMdrc|hj d I 

atha vijhdndvabhdsitata alambanatvam; tada udakavijhane udakarh 
pratiyate na mancayah. 

Translation: 119 

If you say that the meaning of the term alambana is the state of 
being a revealer of knowledge, then in the knowledge of water, water 
alone should appear and not the mirage (as it happens later). 
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Text: 180 

3T&T vd^ebiebKcRII ^ ^fWRT Sjfclft- 

fbtScilfdRrbl cfT? 

atha udakakarataya maricaya eva pratiyante; sa udakdkd.ro 
maricibhyo vyatirikto'vyatirikto va? 

Translation: 180 

If you say that yes, mirage alone appears in that knowledge, in the 
form of water, then we will ask you whether that form of water is 
different from mirage or not different. 

Text: 181 

tadyadyavyatiriktah; sa tattviko'tattviko va? 

Translation: 181 

If you say it is not different, then we will like to know whether it is 
real or unreal? 

Text: 182 

ufe dllwkb:; efjst d^cHidPfeznwt? 

yadi tattvikah; katharh tadavagatermithyatvam? 

Translation: 182 

If you say it is real, then how the knowledge of it can be unreal? 

Text: 183 

3TarT5?TltWh:; I 

atha ’ tattvikah; tada maricinamapi atattvikatvarh prasajyate. 

Translation: 184 

Again if you say it is not real, then the mirage also will become 
unreal? 

Text: 185 

3idlfxdchldchdldk^ krfcT d$}et>s1HHdSzPfl <1 Tdf?f? H'flRlRsIH- 

atattvikodakataddtmye sati tadudakajndnamatathyam. kimuktarh 
bhavati? maricivijndnamatathyam. 
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Translation: 184 

If the mirage becomes identical with the unreal water, then the 
knowledge of that water is not real. What does it mean? It means 
the knowledge of mirage is unreal. 

Text: 185 

tTeflf^r$r|)deb|eb|} WcfkWh) nfcRlf^T ^THTf^R^T! 

ekasmirhscodakakare pratiyamane kena etaddkhydtam-maricayah 
pratibhanti devanampriyasya! 

Translation: 185 

When it is the case that only one form viz. the form of water appears 
in the knowledge, then who has told you, Oh fool! that in this 
knowledge the mirage appears? 

Text: 186 

3T&T 3TSfkRi5?T:; ^ c|^ci|^ - Ryfazr hdlhd ^cfWRT- 

I 

atha arthantarabhutah; tarhi na vaktavyam-mancaya udakakarataya 
pratiyante udakakarantarita mancayah. 

Translation: 186 

If you say that the form of water is different from the mirage, then 
you should not say that the mirage appears in the form of water. It 
is not the case that the mirage is covered by the form of water. 

Text: 187 

3T&T f^wrrf?T? RjHIcHHcI? 

atha kesondukavijndne kimavabhati? kimalambate? 

Translation: 187 
Objection: 

Well, I can also ask you what does appear in the knowledge of 
thread-like things which appear in the knowledge when we come from 
the Sun and suddenly open our eyes, and what is the alambana there? 

Text: 188 

hdldhUd ^ cT2R 3ildMdd wdlAIHH^sl, 

HldHHKN 
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kesondukasyaivalambanatvarh pratiyamanatvarh ca tatha udaka- 
syaiva alambanatvarh pratiyamanatvanca, nalambanantararh pari- 
kalpyam. 

Translation: 188 
Reply: 

The same thread-like things are called alambana and the same 
appear in the knowledge. In the same way, in the knowledge of 
water in the mirage, we think that water alone is alambana and 
water alone appears in the knowledge. You need not postulate any 
other alambana in that case. 

Text: 189 

d - dkWTRM hdlddldkdlS-dldM^)^ 3Tfd g 3PTldTT 

dlfwfcix^H, 3P^rarT d' FFTtfcT, 3FdTeFdR- 

oq Ri^cpicpl 

na codakajndnasya pratiyamdnodakd’nydlamba(na)tvena mithyd- 
tvam, api tu abhavat tattvikatvena, anyatha kesondukasarhvido 'pi 
mithyatvarh na prapnoti, anyalambanavyatirekat. 

Translation: 189 

It is not the case that the knowledge of water in the mirage is called 
erroneous knowledge because it has an alambana which is different 
from water which appears in the knowledge of water. But, it is called 
a false knowledge because in reality there is no water. Otherwise, 
the knowledge of thread-like things also will not be called false 
because it is not based upon any thing other than what appears in 
the knowledge. 

Text: 190 

trfR dddTcf 3hdMd- 

yadapyuktam-maricidesarh prati gamanat mancmamdlamba- 
natvam; yadyevam desasyapi dlambanatvamanaya ritya upapadyate. 

Translation: 190 

You said that the mirage is the alambana of this knowledge of water 
in the mirage, because, after knowing water the person in need 
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of water goes towards the mirage. If it is so, then in this way it 
is possible to say that place should also be the alambana of that 
knowledge. 

Text: 191 

31^rarT 31^A|^H5lH'WlR STTTWT:^#^- 

vr|<r<d ic^l 

na cavabhatodakabhinnarthasannikarsajatvam udakavijhanasyopa- 
padyate, satyodakajhane ’drstatvat, anyatha anumeyadahanajhana- 
syapi indriyarthasannikarsajatvamapanipadyeta dtmamanahsanni- 
karsajatvat. 

Translation: 191 

It is not possible to justify that the knowledge of water is caused by 
the contact of the sense organ with something different from water 
which has appeared in the knowledge of water, because, this is not 
seen in the knowledge of real water. Otherwise, even the inferential 
knowledge of fire, can be said to be produced by the contact of sense 
organ with the object, because, it is in any case it is produced by 
the contact of soul and the mind. 

Text: 192 

3T&T -He? 

atha pratiyamanadahanena saha manaso nasti sambandhah; 

Translation: 192 
Objection: 

Well, in the case of inferential knowledge of fire, the mind is not 
connected with the fire, which appears in the inferential knowledge. 

Text: 193 

dR^lft WcfkWhH 3fPq^TT ^TfTd' W^FQ-. I 

tadihapi pratiyamanena ambhasa saha nasti sambandhah caksusah. 

Translation: 193 
Reply: 

Similarly, here also there is no relationship of the eyes with the 
water, which appears in the knowledge of water. 
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Text: 194 

tasmadavyabhicaripadarh na yuktam indriyarthasannikarsapadenapodi- 
tatvat. 

Translation: 194 

Therefore, the clause “which is not erroneous” is not required in the 
definition of perception, because, the clause the contact between the 
sense organ and object can exclude erroneous perceptions. 

[ 5 . 3 ^T= WebKI^ui 3i^dlRqd>Wiqi4WU|qj] 

[6. punah prakarantarena avyabhicaripadasyapakaranam.] 

Text: 195 

3iq'l^l5lHI6'H^c||d v | 

itopyanupapannam, apohyajnana ’sam.bhavat. 

Translation: 195 

Similarly, for the following reason also the clause which is not 
erroneous is not required, because, there is no knowledge which 
needs to be excluded. 

Text: 196 

3T&T H^xq ) dchR5lH|i|(q)pFff(^)w tJ’TT^TcT; rfccfjSfwf^? 3T%FTHt- 

qcbRqikdldJ 

atha maricyudakavijndndya(pa)nirni(m)sayd upadiyate; tatkatha- 
mapaniyate ? avidyamanodakavisayatvat. 

Translation: 196 

If you say that this clause is required, in order to exclude the 
knowledge of water in the mirage, we would like to know, how you 
are going to exclude it. Is it because this knowledge has water which 
is not there as its object? 

Text: 197 

cfTTs^t ftwsi:? ^qTRdhd^uHqqj 

yadyavidyamdna(narh); ko’yarh visayarthah? purvoditamanusa- 


ramyam. 
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Translation: 197 

If you say there is no water (then it means there is absence of 
water) and then the question arises, what should we understand by 
the word ‘visaya’ or ‘content’? All objections raised in such context 
are to be referred to once again here. 

Text: 198 

Zfft ddldcb cpapf 3TfTci? 

yadi tatrodakarh pratibhati katham asti? 

Translation: 198 
Objection: 

If you say water appears there then how is it, that water is not 
there? 

Text: 199 

HfcRlfcT, ftFg 3TcT2^T HfcRlfcN 3T?f5^?fT 3F?- ftj qdldhH'WISRlR:, 
^cl WcfklHH 3TTFT:? 

satyam, pratibhati, kintu atathyarh pratibhati. atathyata ka?- kirn 
pratiyamanasya'bhavah, uta pratiyamana eva abhavah? 

Translation: 199 
Reply: 

True, water appears but what appears is false. Then we would like 
to know what is this falsity of knowledge? Does it mean (a) absence 
of what has appeared in the knowledge? Or (b) what has appeared 
that itself is absence? 

Text: 200 

craft WcfkWH'W 3TRTcf:-^f^cl^, WTFc^UT? 

tadyadi pratiyamanasya abhavah-sa kirn tadaiva, ahosvit kala- 
ntarena ? 

Translation: 200 

If you say “absence of what has appeared”, the next question that 
arises is that absence at that time only? Or at a later time? 

Text: 201 

zrft , 3Hc|J|d1 ^TT? 

yadi tadaiva; sa kimva(kimava)gatah, anavagato va? 
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Translation: 201 

If you say at that time only, then the question will arise is it known 
or unknown? 

Text: 202 

iUilcHkl:; ITHFd^T cfT? 

yadyavagatah; sa kenavagamyate kimudakavijnanena, jnanantarena 
va? 

Translation: 202 

If it is known, by what it is known? Is it known by knowledge of 
water? Or by some other knowledge? 

Text: 203 

cf?T; cTC 

tadyadyudakajnanena; tanna; tasya udakavisayatvat. 

Translation: 203 

If you say that it is known by knowledge of water, it is not correct, 
because that has water as its object. 

Text: 204 

cfT, ^ 'WH ¥Fd^’ 3T^rfrW^T WrTSbHidldJ 

tadvisayatve va, na tarhi ‘udakajnanarh bhrantam ’ ityupapadyate 
abhavavisayasya paramarthasattvat. 

Translation: 204 

In that case it cannot be said that knowledge of water is false. Since, 
in that knowledge, water alone is the object, because, the object of 
absence is a fact. 

Text: 205 

*T xr ^cfWlWTTflfa f%Fl dWdf^xRtScFnl^ 

na ca udakakdravagahini vijnane toyavinivrttayo ’vabhanti atipra- 
sangat. 

Translation: 205 

It cannot be said that in the knowledge where the form of water is an 
object, absence of water appears, because, it will lead to unwanted 
consequence. 
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Text: 206 

3T&T fTFTFxT^W; d'; fIPl#lWITF‘W^I 

atha jhanantarena; na; jhanayaugapadyasambhavat. 

Translation: 206 

If you say that absence is known by knowledge, this is also not 
correct, because, no two knowledges can occur simultaneously. 

Text: 207 

dfd d 3T*nWFbT 3THIc|Gi|cK«rT f^lcl dTdsTFld d ‘HIc|cijc|^-an, ddT dddrdq' 
'RFrRFft ^chehldl IdlhJ 

yadi ca abhavajhanena abhavavyavastha kriyate bhavajhanena ca 
bhavavyavastha, tada udakasya bhavabhdvau ekakalau syatam. 

Translation: 207 

If you are settling absence on the basis of the knowledge of absence 
and presence by the knowledge of presence, then there will be 
presence and absence of water at one and the same time. 

Text: 208 

3T2TH|c|5lH ^|c|c^c|^^cf5^3rHlc|^H^3THIc|ci|c|^cf5^fcri 3#?MTsTT 

%nfwr§fr:i 

atha bhavajhanarh bhavavyavastham na karoti abhavajhanarh ca 
abhavavyavastharh karoti. oho rajajha naiyayikapasoh. 

Translation: 208 

If you say that the knowledge of presence of an entity does not settle 
the presence, but the knowledge of absence settles the absence of 
an entity. What a king’s order of the animal called logician! 

Text: 209 

dfd d ‘HIcIsIH ‘H|cJci|cN-&(t d d>drfd ddT ^TddT% 3RT$c|WW'Htf: I 
3rHlc|'HIMHc|[^fcr:, ddHclf^ldt xf drdtWfd: W?fl 

yadi ca bhavajhanarh bhavavyavastham na karoti tada sarvabhavesu 
anasvasaprasahgah. tatprasaktau abhavasyapyanavasthitih, tadana- 
vasthitau ca tattvopaplavah syat. 

Translation: 209 

If the knowledge of presence does not settle the presence, then 
there will be uncertainty with regard to all positive entities and if 
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there is uncertainty, there will absence of settlement of absence also 
and where there will be no settlement, it will result into certainty 
regarding the reality itself. 

Text: 210 

atha ’navagatah; so ’stiti katharh punarvetsi ? 

Translation: 210 

If you say that it is not known, then how do you know that it exists? 

Text: 211 

3T2I cMdl-d^; ^ MlW# dldl-d^HIdlMMx): I 

atha kalantare; tada na kihcid badhyate satyodakasyapi kalanta- 
re ’bhavopapatteh. 

Translation: 211 

If you say that it will be known later, then nothing is contradicted, 
because, even then; it is possible to explain that there is going to 
be absence of even real water, sometime later. 

Text: 212 

3RT WcfklHH trcf 31^:; efjaf Wcf|i|HH^c| 

3FrTWTl^q%:? 

atha pratiyamana eva abhavah; katharh tadvisayajhanasya mithya- 
tvamupapadyate, pratiyamanasyaiva abhavasyopapatteh? 

Translation: 212 

If you say that absence is indeed known, then how the knowledge 
of that absence can be possible to be false? Because, this absence 
is that which is known. 

Text: 213 

^ XT mdi\dp\^ wdlAWK) 3TH|cjcheMHI ^TR^TT, 3RTSIT 

Wdldhl^ ^iRebeMHI Wed 11 ^ fsf5Z[cr, I 

na ca bhdvdkdre pratiyamane abhdvakalpana nyayya, atiprasahgat, 
anyatha rupadau pratiyamane rasadikalpana karttavya. na ca 
kriyate, tathehapi udakarh pratiyate. 
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Translation: 213 

It is not proper to postulate absence when the positive form is 
known, because it will lead to over-application, otherwise, when 
color is known, one should postulate taste, but nobody does so. In 
the same way, here also, water is known. 

Text: 214 

nanu pratiyate kintu atathyam; 

Translation: 214 
Objection: 

It is true that water is known, but it is false. 

Text: 215 

yadyevam udakaprapahco’yarh dirghodakarh madhurodakamiti yathd. 

Translation: 215 
Reply: 

If it is so, this is family of water, as we say ‘huge water’ ‘sweet 
water’. 

Text: 216 

srararrcj cFt dm, 3fr= 

nanvatra sarvd.su avasthasu udakarh pratiyate tena tasu ambhah 
prakalpyate. 

Translation: 216 
Objection: 

Well, here in all conditions or forms, water is known and therefore 
by that water is postulated in all of them. 

Text: 217 

3RjT-&n^rsfcr ^cj> wi 

wtewnfcT ^TS'HcAlkchH^ch 3TI RS1T nfcTRlfcT R 

cTT, : 11 

yadyevam, tadihapi avasthadvaye’pi udakarh pratiyate satyodaka- 
masatyodakarh ca. satyodakajhane satyodakamavabhati na’satyoda- 
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kamanudakarh va. tatha asatyodakajhane ’satyodakarh pratibhati na 
satyodakamanudakarh va, svavisayaparyavasayinyo hi buddhayah. 

Translation: 217 
Reply: 

If it is so, then here also in both the states, water is known such 
as real water and unreal water. In the knowledge of water, real 
water appears and not unreal water or something which is not 
water. Similarly, in the knowledge of unreal water, the unreal water 
appears, not the real water and anything but unreal water, because, 
the knowledges result into determining their objects. 

Text: 218 

3T2T fwikclfafd icf; 

atha badhyamanatvena mithyatvamiti cet; 

Translation: 218 
Objection: 

Well, we say some knowledge as false, only because it gets 
contradicted. 

Text: 219 

WT?^-3TSf:, fTFFf, WT dT? 

kirn badhyate-arthah, jhanam, ubhayarh va? 

Translation: 219 
Reply: 

What is contradicted? Is it the object, or the knowledge or both? 
Text: 220 

WTOT; 77 3TS371? TWfWTFT 3TT^t FTFlR ^T? 

yadyarthasya badha; sa kena badhyate? kirn svayamevatmanarh 
badhate, dho arthantarena jhanena va? 

Translation: 220 

Is it the case that, it contradicts its own form? Or is it contradicted 
by something else or by knowledge? 

Text: 221 

^ ^WlciicHH snsfrl, ci^T WT^TT cFT cfT? 

yadi svayamevatmanarh badhate, tada badha tena kriyate, jhapyate va? 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


65 


Translation: 221 

If you say it is contradicted by itself, then does it mean it performs 
contradiction or does it mean that it reveals contradiction? 

Text: 222 

Ufe f^rl; 3TcZTfcfto, cijfdRrbl cfT? 

yadi kriyate; avyatirikta, vyatirikta va? 

Translation: 222 

If you say it does cause contradiction, and then question arises is it 
identical or is it different? 

Text: 223 
fpfcTTfcRtSTTcfl 

yadyavyatirikta; tada badha kriyate iti atma anenotpadyate. tacca 
na jaghatiti svatmani kriyavirodhat. 

Translation: 223 

If you say it is identical, then when you say contradiction is caused, 
it will mean by this its form is produced. But that does not fit in, 
because, no action can be directed towards one’s own self. 

Text: 224 

3T&T cqfdRqq ranter cfwfcj d wdlAWH'KUSqcTFr: I 

atha vyatirikta kriyate; tathdpi vidyamanasya karttrtvarh na 
pratiyamanasya 'palapah. 

Translation: 224 

If you say that it does something different, even then the agency 
should be ascribed to that which exists and one should not deny 
the existence of that which is cognized. 

Text: 225 

WTSTT fS^T cfT? 

atha badha jnapyate; sapyabhinna, bhinnd va? 

Translation: 225 

If you say that contradiction is indicated, there also question arises, 
contradiction is identical or different? 
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Text: 226 

cT^T fTR^I *brfcT? W^l 

yadyabhinna; tada badha tena jnapyate. kimuktarh bhavati? udakarh 
jnapyate. 

Translation: 226 

If you say that it is identical, then it will mean that the contradiction 
is indicated by that. What does it amount to? It amounts to saying 
that water is revealed. 

Text: 227 

3?ar f5r?TT; fePTFbFb WTWT ^FTFbPJ ^TTSf^Wfl 

atha bhinna; tada vidyamanasya jhapakatvarh siddharh, pratiya- 
manasya ca’stitvam. 

Translation: 227 

If you say that contradiction is different, then it gets established 
that whatever exists that implies and whatever is cognized exists. 

Text: 228 

3T&T 3T&rf^UT WTKT?T; crfr d 

atha arthantarena badhyate; tathapi vidyamanayorbadhyabadha- 
kabhavo bhupalayoriva, na caikasya badhyabadhakabhava upa- 
padyate. 

Translation: 228 

Again, if you say that it is contradicted by something else, still, 
the relationship of contradicting and contradicted, of two existent 
things will be like the same relation between two kings. It is 
not proper to say that such relationship of contradicting and 
contradicted, is there with reference to only one thing. 

Text: 229 

WMfb wdlAIHH*i!-fef> fpfcJcl, ^tt? 

badhapi tena pratiyamanasya-kirh kriyate, jnapyate va? 

Translation: 229 

What is the fact: is the contradiction of that which is cognized is 
created by that? Or is it indicated? 
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Text: 230 

dfd f^TcT; cqfdRffl dT? 

yadi kriyate; avyatirikta, vyatirikta va? 

Translation: 230 

If you say it is created, the same question may be asked whether is 
it identical or different? 

Text: 231 

SbqfdRqq wj su ddh£lcll dd4^m^| 

yadyavyatirikta; tada avyatirikta badha utpadyate. kimuktarh 
bhavet? udakamutpadyate. tadutpadane ca tatsarhvido’mithyatvam. 

Translation: 231 

If you say it is identical, then it will mean identical contradiction 
is produced. What does it mean? It means water is produced and 
with reference to production of that, the knowledge of that water 
cannot be said to be false. 

Text: 232 

3T2T cqfdR^bVm^; danfff d^Rid ^TTd; ^RxT- 

^TTSdwT d^hdcilc^Kfhfe: I 

atha vyatiriktotpadyate; tathdpi toyasambandhitayopalabdherambhasa 
upapattirna jatu devadattasya’sattve tannayanavyavaharasiddhih. 

Translation: 232 

Again if you say, that it is different and it is produced, still, since it 
is being known as related with water, it is possible to justify water. 
It cannot be the case that if Devadatta is not there, the function of 
his eyes (is there). 

Text: 233 

3TST ITFdTf; ddT TTTScdfdRffl, cqfdRdd dT? 

atha jnapyate; tada sa’vyatirikta, vyatirikta va? 

Translation: 233 

If you say it is indicated, there also the question arises, whether 
that contradiction is identical or different. 
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Text: 234 

CRT WT?IT cTd fTR^I W^l 

yadyavyatirikta jnapyate; tada badha tena jnapyate. kimuktarh 
bhavati? udakarh jnapyate. 

Translation: 234 

If it indicated as identical, then the contradiction is indeed indicated 
by that. What does it mean? The water is revealed. 

Text: 235 

3T2T ollfdRrbl ^fcft FTT^; cT2tT^^%T sTT?^ 3KldHd*ll PTfcTHKHdlcf 
dkd-dmidlMMfd:| 

atha vyatirikta sati jnapyate; tathapyudakasyeyarh badheti anyata- 
ntrataya pratibhasanat natyantabhavopapattih. 

Translation: 235 

If you say that it indicates by being different, still this contradiction 
is of water and therefore one cannot say that there is absolute 
absence of water because it appears with the help of something else. 

Text: 236 

dTTRSjf'-d^unfq q M M Ri: | 

tasmadarthantarenapi na badhopapattih. 

Translation: 236 

Therefore, even if it is treated as a different entity, still, 
contradiction cannot be explained. 

Text: 237 

3T&T HFbT WTKf?T; dMu| 3Wlf2Mu| cTT? 

atha jnanena badhyate; him tadvisayena anyavisayena nirvisayena va? 

Translation: 237 

If you say that it contradicted by knowledge, there the question 
arises, is it contradicted by content of knowledge or by the content 
of some other knowledge or by knowledge without content? 

Text: 238 

vfe dMu| ; RMdRldfd ddl4d^4c|Rldk>i-kc|ldJ 

yadi tadvisayena; tada tat svaruparh vidhatte na tu viparyasayati 
tadakaraparyavasitarupatvat. 
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Translation: 238 

If you say that it is contradicted by the content of that knowledge, 
then it justifies its form and does not make it otherwise, because, it 
is of the form which is contributed by the form of that knowledge. 

Text: 239 

3T2T3ltefe W tow dxbfe tefeltl 

tote dTI TdtofWRTltoft ft ppi: I 

atha anyavisayarh badhakam; tadapi na yujyate, yad yadvisayarh 
tattasyaiva sattarh vidhatte natvanyasya vidhayakarh pratisedhakarh 
va. svavisayaparyavasayinyo hi buddhayah. 

Translation: 239 

If you say that object of some other knowledge is the contradicting 
factor, that also is not proper, because, if X is the object of the 
knowledge Y, then that X justifies the existence of Y. It cannot be 
either the justifier or the prohibiter, because, the knowledges result 
into referring to their own objects. 

Text: 240 

3Tar fdtou, sfiszfeT; ^ fefe fetor toter dr toferi 

atha nirvisayena badhyate; na kihcid vidadhati pratisedhati va 
nirvisayatvadeva. 

Translation: 240 

If you say that it is contradicted by knowledge without content, then 
it will mean that it neither enjoins anything nor negates anything, 
because it does not have any content. 

Text: 241 

3iar to srrto; cHto wit to - fefj wwwjfwrr, wtfpwi ^tt, 
fewr^NeTWT 31 ? 

atha jnanarh badhyate; tasyapi badha ka? - kirn svarupavyavrttirupa, 
svarupapahnavarupa va, visayapaharalaksana va? 

Translation: 241 

You are saying that knowledge is contradicted, what is that 
contradiction with reference to that knowledge? Is it of the form of 
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exclusion of its own form from the rest or is it of the form of denial 
of its own form or is it of the form of snatching away its content? 
Text: 242 

TRTfT WT?JT, RUTf %iHFcl^T 

Pf4(^i)c4hHccj|cfl 

tadyadi svarupavyavrttirupa badha, tada sarvarh badhitarh syat 
vijnanasya vijhanantarena nirva(niva)rtyamdnatvdt. 

Translation: 242 

If you say that it is of nature of exclusion of its own form from 
the rest and that is what you call contradiction, then everything 
will become contradicted, because, one knowledge is contradicted 
by another knowledge. 

Text: 243 

3T2T ; dddybd; 3FJ^AWHo4ldll 

atha svarupdpahnavarupam(pa); tadayuktam; mithyodakavijna- 
nasyapi anubhuyamanatvat. 

Translation: 243 

If you say that it is of the form of denial of its own form, that 
is not proper, because, even the knowledge of false water is being 
experienced. 

Text: 244 

3RT RqAINSKdSMT sTTSTT dfld Wd % fWiTWl d ^ 
darrsTwld Pi4Rci-Hfi 

atha visayapaharalaksana badha ucyate; sapi na yukta. yatha ca 
visayapaharo na sakyate kartturh tatha’nantarameva niveditam. 

Translation: 244 

If you say that it is of the form of snatching away its content and 
that is what is called contradiction, that also is not proper. That it 
is not possible to snatch away the content, which is being explained 
later. 

Text: 245 

dfd ^ sTTKJeT Mi# 3Tarf^ft *T cR^fd ‘RT^:? 

yadi na badhyate kimityasau arthakriyarh na karoti bhavah? 
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Translation: 2J f 5 

If you say that it is not contradicted, then does it mean that a 
positive entity does not perform consistent interaction? 

Text: 246 

3TSlf^TT ZJT cFT %TTWTT, tTTfWTT, 

cfT? 

keyam arthakriyd yd tena na sampadyate purhsam-kirh vijhanarupa, 
pravrttirupa, praptirupa, sukhaduhkhotpadabhogarupd va? 

Translation: 246 

What is this consistency of behavior which is not brought about to 
the people by that positive entity? (i) Is it of the form of knowledge? 
(ii) Is it of the form of action (iii) Is it of the form of getting what 
was shown by the knowledge? Or (iv) Is it of the form of experience 
leading to happiness or unhappiness? 

Text: 247 

RsIHdSHJTT dddybd,; %THeTOTFT8Tff(^rT 

tadyadi vijndnalaksanam na karoti; tadayuktam; vijnanalaksana- 
marthakriyarh karotyeva toyam. 

Translation: 247 

If you say it does not produce knowledge that is not proper, 
because, water does produce the consistent behavior in the form 
of knowledge. 

Text: 24S 

3T&T JFftWP *T ef^lfcT; dddybhj jRsnftpft 

iWH|cj|cj^Hi|fdl ft ^TdTT: tfdrft dT dT, dtfdlddl TT^HIdfblfe: I 

atha pravrttiruparh na karoti; tadayuktam; pravrttirhi purusecchanu- 
vidhayini narthasvarupabhdvdbhdvavanugamayati. puruso hi 
kamatah pravarttate va na va, nahyetavata tadabhavasiddhih. 

Translation: 248 

Again if you say, that it does not produce consistency in the form of 
action, that also is not proper, because, an activity takes place as per 
the desire of the person and does not cause the knowledge of either 
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positive or negative entity. A human being’s activity is prompted 
by desire or not, till today its contrary has not been proved. 

Text: 249 

tnfHWTHSlf^ri d dRlfd cldTS^Wlj dd^cbd,; d^ldR^SlddTRTi^: 
jnwn^sft 'HwNRdciidj 

atha praptirupamarthakriyarh na karoti tend’sattvam; tadapya- 
yuktam; candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadeh praptyabhdve ’pi sattva- 
sambhavdt. 

Translation: 249 

If you say that the positive entity does not produce consistent 
behavior in the form of obtainment of what has been shown, and 
therefore it does not exist. It is also not proper, because, in spite of 
the fact that entities like moon, sun, planet, constellation and stars 
etc. have not been obtained by anybody and still they exist. 

Text: 250 

3TST d cfRtfcT-fd) d?Tddf d dRlfcl 3TTBt 

atha sukhaduhkharupdmarthakriydrh na karoti-kirh darsanajarh 
sukharh na karoti dho dehasambandhajam? 

Translation: 250 

If you say it does not produce the consistency in the form of pleasure 
and pain, there one may ask, does it mean that, it does not produce 
pleasure produced by seeing the object or produced by relationship 
with body? 

Text: 251 

dWfd d?Tddt d ep^fcT; dddybdj 4W1AH | 

tadyadi darsanajarh na karoti; tadayuktam; karotyeva. 

Translation: 251 

If you say it does not produce pleasure caused by perception, it is 
not proper, because it does produce pleasure. 

Text: 252 

3TS1 ^FsRRf d cPRtfR; ddT d^l<bil£d§ldTdt RfddR: cfoT ^R^RRT- 
^dRcfKd RTfd%, 3T&T d RWdfl dd 3Tdfpf^Sdr^ld dRJdFTdftd 
RsUdvddddld^VMxl:, 'HgeblRR'^lsil d ddtfdl 
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atha dehasambandhajarh na karoti; tada candrarkagrahanaksatradau 
vyabhicarah tesarh dehasambandhajasukhajanakatvarh nasti, atha 
ca sattvam. na ca arthakriyd'karttrtvena vastunamasattvarh svahe- 
toreva vijnanajananamatrasyotpatteh, sahakarivirahadva na karoti. 

Translation: 252 

If you say it does not produce pleasure caused by the association 
with body, and then it will violate the fact in the case of moon, sun, 
planet, constellations etc. because, they do not produce pleasure 
being associated with body and in spite of that they exist. It is 
not the case that things do not exist simply because they do not 
produce consistent behavior, because, by their own ground they 
simply facilitate the production of their knowledge or if they are no 
auxiliary causes they will not produce that. 

Text: 253 

f3TSlf^rt ^ cf^lfcr-fMcf^T uRMt}:, cTT? 

kinca, arthakriyarh na karoti-kimekasya pratipattuh, sarvaprati- 
pattfnarh vd? 

Translation: 253 

Moreover, you say that a positive entity does not produce fruitful 
behavior, do you want to say that it does not produce fruitful 
behavior of some specific person or all persons who know it? 

Text: 254 

czrfW?: 

tadyadi ekasya pratipatturarthakriyarh na karoti tend ’sattvam; tada 
candrarkagrahanaksatratarakadau vyabhicarah mumursvarthe ca. 

Translation: 254 

If you say that it does not produce fruitful behavior of a specific 
person who knows it and therefore it does not exist, if it is so, it 
will violate the fact with regard moon, sun, planet, constellations 
etc. and also something (like a bubble) which is about to vanish. 
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Text: 255 

3TST ^4MfdM^U|HSrf^rt *T efj^fcT rRTS^W^; ^ 7# I 

m iTM: m 3W#7T^: I 

atha sarvapratipattfndmarthakriyarh na karoti tena’sattvam; evarh 
tarhi sarvabhavanamasattvaprasangah. nahi sarve bhavah sarva 
purusarthahetavah. 

Translation: 255 

If you say that it does not produce fruitful behavior of all those who 
know it and therefore it does not exist, in that case, it will lead to 
the contingency of non-existence of all positive entities. It is not the 
case that all positive entities are the cause of desired goals of all 
human beings. 

Text: 256 

na ca sarvapurusarthakriyavihinametadityavaganturh paryate 
arvagvida. 

Translation: 256 

It is also not possible to know that this is devoid of fruitful action 
of all human beings by a person who knows before. 

Text: 257 

tasmat sthitametad avyabhicaripadamanarthakam. 

Translation: 257 

Therefore, one can conclude that the clause “not erroneous” is 
purposeless. 

[19. Wm id T%)4 cTT JTTHIeMluii bTbRT RekrUI 

[7. bhramasya smrtitvarh svikurvatarh prabhakaranarh matasya 
vikalpya nirasanam.] 

Text: 258 

5 “il iPd'bMdIdJ 

anye tu mancyudakavijhanasya smrtitvarh pratipadyante na 
bhrantirupatam. 
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Translation: 258 

Others (Prabhakaras) however believe that the knowledge of water 
in the mirage which he remembers of water is not an illusion. 

Text: 259 

efsSt 3T 

^PTeTHlR^H cTT cfT 'WT^' s^HISScm^T ^WRF[FPb ^TT? 

tasya katharh smrtitvam-kimudakagrhititvena, grhitodakagrhititvena 
va udakagrahandnantarakdlahhavitvena va niruisayatvena va ‘yam 
ahamadraksam’ ityanend’karena upajayamanatvena va? 

Translation: 259 

There we can ask how is it called remembrance? (a) Is it a 
remembrance which reveals water or (b) is it a remembrance which 
reveals water which was known before or (c) is it a remembrance 
because it occurs after the knowledge of water or (d) is it 
remembrance having no content or (e) is it a remembrance which 
arises in the form such as “this is what I saw before”. 

Text: 260 

tadyadi udakagrhititvena; tada sarvodakavijndndnam smrtitva- 
prasangah. 

Translation: 260 

If it is a remembrance “as knowledge of water” then, all knowledges 
of water will become remembrance. 

Text: 261 

3TS1 TRTSSWnfo 

atha grhitodakagrhititvena smrtitvam; tadadyasyapi grhitodaka- 
grhititve smrtitvam prasajyate, grhitodakagrahitvdvisesdt. 

Translation: 261 

If it is a remembrance which reveals water which was known before, 
then, if the first knowledge is also the knowledge of water which was 
known before and so that knowledge also will become remembrance, 
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because the first knowledge also is equally the revealer of water 
which was known before. 

Text: 262 

adyasya grhitodakagrahitvarh nasti; 

Translation: 262 
Clarification: 

The first knowledge of water cannot be called the revealer of water 
which was already known. 

Text: 263 

crfMwf, (j^ld tilted 

taddmrh bhinnavisayatvam, bhinnavisayatve ca dvitiyasyapi grhita- 
grahitvarh vihayate. 

Translation: 263 
Reply: 

That means, at that time i.e. at the first time, the object was 
different, then the second knowledge of water, cannot be said to 
be revealer of water which was already known (in that case the 
second knowledge cannot be called remembrance). 

Text: 264 

w RfeTfTFT- 

^TfTfT^fwT, Ra^Tfcri 

atha ekavisayatvam; ayatarn tarhi prathamasyapi grhitagrahitvam, 
avisistdrthagrhitirupatvat, prathamottaravijnanavat. yatha ekamla- 
svalaksanagrahakayugapadutpanndnekavijndndt nilajndnarupata na 
bhidyate, tathehapi. 

Translation: 264 

If you say the object is one and the same, then the first knowledge 
has to be revealer of that which is already known, because, the 
first knowledge is the knowledge which reveals an object which was 
not specific, like the knowledge which followed thereafter as the 
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form of knowledge of a blue thing, is not distinguished from many 
knowledges of blue things simultaneously occurring, at the time of 
the knowledge which reveals one blue thing. The same is the case 
here. 

Text: 265 

TTan, tlKIcIlfeRsIHHi TJjfclWTcTT hIHlfdl 

tatha, dharavahivijnananarh smrtirupata prapnoti. 

Translation: 265 

Similarly, the perceptions occurring in a sequence, when someone 
is looking at one and the same thing, will become remembrance. 

Text: 266 

Trap, T'jfcPP JPTHiTtl 

tatha, pratyabhijhanasya ca grhitagrahitvena smrtitvarh prasajyate. 

Translation: 266 

In the same way, the knowledge called recollection (which is 
produced by sense organ and impressions together) will become 
remembrance. 

Text: 267 

3Tar PTPfWFbFP q te?T; 

atha pratyabhijhanasya grhitarthagrahitvarh na vidyate; 

Translation: 267 
Clarification: 

Well, in that case it is different and hence it cannot be called 
recollection. 

Text: 268 

cTPT PTPfHsIHd Plclxfd, PHUT '*T 

tada pratyabhijhanatvarh nivarttate, nahyadyarh darsanarh ‘sa 
evdyam ’ ityupajayate. 

Translation: 268 
Reply: 

In that case, it cannot be called recollection. It is not the case that 
the first observation arises in the form viz. “he is the same person’ 7 . 
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Text: 269 

?ran 3hd,hlPl<bhfM %TFT(^t) 5 J#7TTS?ill^^H R^RkcHN^I 

tatha anumanikamapi vijnana(narh) grhitarthagrahitvena smrti- 
tvamapadyate. 

Translation: 269 

Likewise, the inferential cognition also will become remembrance 
since it reveals something which was already known. 

Text: 270 

3T2T vSdcbi^ul^cMel'HlR^H 

atha udakagrahanottarakalabhavitvena smrtitvam; 

Translation: 270 

Well, remembrance is that knowledge, which occurs after the 
knowledge of water. 

Text: 271 

TT^T TRTOR^TdT TTTWlfcT, ddcbi^u|l T KcMel < HlRoH ^11 

tada sarhskarasya smaranarupata prapnoti, udakagrahanottarakala- 
bhavitvena, rasasarhvedanasya ca. 

Translation: 271 
Reply: 

Then, the impression “produced by experience” will become 
remembrance because, impression also occurs only after experience. 
Also, the experience of taste, will become remembrance. 

Text: 272 

3T2T TffcRoqcTT 3^; dddybR; ^TRdld,‘Hdl^RdlsichKI^<h^H 

ddlddHIdl: ef5Sf Prf^WTT? 

atha nirvisayatvena smrtirupata ucyate; tadayuktam; purvodita- 
nubhavaveditarthakaravedakatvena udiyamanayah katham nirvisa- 
yatvam? 

Translation: 272 

If you say that the knowledge of water in the mirage is remembrance 
because it is contentless, it will be improper, because, as this 
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knowledge has arisen as the revealer of the form of water, prompted 
by the earlier experience of water, how can this knowledge be called 
contentless? 

Text: 273 

3T2f ^fcT ci^T dlddl^Pld- 

RsIH'W ^jfclccFTN%ra^, chxfcildl'h^isfer d^T5‘qM17fl dT 

chxfcil'hMdl | dd^MMxil 'HHd-cjffMIdl feklW: I 

atha purvanubhutarthapratyastamaye sati samdnakdldrthdbhdvanni- 
rvisayata; tada codandjanitavijndnasya nirvisayatvena smrtitvama- 
panipadyate, karttavyataruparthasya tada’bhavat. bhave va kartta- 
vyarupata nopapadyate. tadanupapattau saptatantukriyaya vilopa- 
prasangah. 

Translation: 273 

If you say by contentless what we mean is the absence of object 
or at the same time when the object is of the earlier experience is 
no longer there, then, the knowledge caused by an injunction will 
become contentless and thereby will become remembrance, because, 
at that time there is no object which is worth-performing. If you say 
it is there, it cannot be explained how it should be worth-performing 
and if that cannot be explained then all the activities related to the 
sacrifice called sapta-tantu will vanish. 

Text: 274 

XT PifSfoAk^h I 

yadi ca nirvisayatvena smrtitvam; tada vidyamanaghata-jatyadeh 
smaranasydsmrtitvaprasangah. 

Translation: 274 

If you say that the knowledge is contentless and therefore it is a 
remembrance, the remembrance of universal like potness which is 
existent cannot be considered as remembrance. 

Text: 275 
3T&T 

atha ’adraksam ’ ityanenakarenopajayamanatvena smrtitvam; 
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Translation: 275 
Clarification: 

Knowledge which arises in the form viz. “I saw” will be a 
remembrance. 

Text: 276 

tadayuktam; ‘ihodakami ’tyanendkdrenopajdyamdndyah katham 

‘adraksami ’ityevarhrupatopapadyate ? 

Translation: 276 
Reply: 

It is also not proper, because, when knowledge of water in the 
mirage has arisen in the form “here there is water”, how can it 
be explained having the form viz. I saw? 

Text: 277 

ftR3ft[cT]dT 3FRTT 

atha vipramusi[ta]ta anaya bhangya upajayate. 

Translation: 277 

The erasing of that knowledge can be explained as follows: 

[d. yWTRfdPFTlWl^TTI ] 

[8. prasangat vipramosapariksa. J 

Text: 277a 

cptSP fwM dTP? TPWPTWKRTl PT, 

PT, 5f%TTSRTtofei PT, ^PTPfSRf^PPDRP PT? 

ko’yarh vipramoso nama? kimanubhavakarasvikaranam, smarana- 
karapradhvarhso va, apurvarthagrhititvarh va, indriyarthasanni- 
karsajatvarh va, indriyarthd’sannikarsajatvarh va? 

Translation: 277a 

If you say, such knowledge arises in the form in which some part 
is erased; we would like to ask you, what is this erasing? (a) Does 
it mean acceptance of the form of experience? (b) Does it mean 
destruction of the form of remembrance? Or (c) Does it mean 
revealing something new? Or (d) Does it mean the state of being 
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produced by the contact between the sense organ and object? Or 
(e) Does it mean the state of not being produced by the contact 
between the sense organ and object? 

Text: 278 

3^Hc||ehK^eh^U|^ cRT hImm^IcI I 

tadyadi anubhavakdrasvikaranam; tada smrtirupata nopapadyate. 

Translation: 278 

If you say, does it mean acceptance of the form of experience? Then, 
that cannot be treated as remembrance. 

Text: 279 

3T&T TJjfcIWTcTT, ^d^dR- 

4R^K^lfcter^U|cc|ldU 

atha smrtirupata; tadd’nubhavdkdrasvikaranarh nopapadyate, smrtya- 
nubhavakarayoh itaretarapariharasthitilaksanatvat. 

Translation: 279 

If you treat it to be a form of remembrance, then you cannot treat it 
as the form of an experience, because remembrance and experience 
are mutually exclusive. 

Text: 280 

3T&r 'WUMcfeKWEcRT:; RsIH'W Tdd ^fd^dlVj^HIdJ RKRTt ft 

3TfdfTFDdRD cRST T'jfcRdTdT fddrl? 

atha smarandkdrapradhvarhsah; tadayuktam; vijndnasya svayarh 
smrtitvendbhyupagamat. pradhvamso hi avijndndtmakah katharh 
smrtirupatdrh vidhatte ? 

Translation: 280 

If you say, does it mean destruction of the form of remembrance? 
That is not correct, because, knowledge by itself is not accepted as 
remembrance. Destruction is not of the form of knowledge, and so 
how do you call it a remembrance? 

Text: 281 

3?ar 3 RJcff 2 TfcRZP|(o 8 pj)#frl?cj ^fdUhlq let; cRT 3bTFdTSd^d4Hcb- 
dd'HiR'H'Rxjldi 
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atha apurvdrthavisayagr(rthagr)hvtitvarh smrtipramosa ucyate; 
tada atyanta ’nanubhutakanakapanasadisarhvittmarh smrtivipramo- 
satvam apadyate. 

Translation: 281 

If you say that erasing of remembrance means revealing something 
new, then the perception of golden jackfruit and the like which 
is never experienced by anybody, will become erasing of that 
remembrance. 

Text: 282 

3TS1 ^fwf^T(^TT) 

I 

atha indriyarthasannikarsajatvam smrtivipramosa ucyate; tada 
samvittind(nark) smrtivipramosatvaprasahgah. 

Translation: 282 

If you say that, does it mean the state of being produced by the 
contact between the sense organ and object? Then there will arise 
the contingency of erasing of remembrance of all perceptions. 

Text: 283 

3TS1 ?T^T ddHMpIdRsIH'Ki 

atha indriyarthasannikarsajatvam smrtivipramosa ucyate; tada 
codanajanitavijndnasya anumanopamanavijndnasya ca smrtivipra- 
mosatvamapadyate. 

Translation: 283 

If you say that, does it mean the state of not being produced by the 
contact between the sense organ and object? Then, the knowledge 
caused by injunction and the inferential knowledge as well as 
analogical knowledge, will also become the erasing of remembrance. 

Text: 284 

dTTTC zrap ZRTT drawer ?T2JT ?T2JT d ffcfl 

tasmad yatha yatha vicaryate smrtivipramosah, tatha tatha nyayarh 
na visahata iti. 
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Translation: 284 

Therefore, as we go on analyzing erasing of remembrance, deeper 
and deeper, it does not withstand logic. 

Text: 285 

eR-RTcf *T ^RlRhhl^Mdl 3Tfq g Md*!sdlRld 

'd j -ii j 5 iHccj cm 

tasmat maricyudakavijnanasya na smrtivipramosarupatd api tu 
vipantakhyatitvarii sam.yagjndnatvarh vd. 

Translation: 285 

Therefore, the knowledge of water in the mirage is not of the form 
of erasing of remembrance, but either of the form of knowledge of 
the contrary or the form of a true cognition. 

[%. cZIcRMlcWR^J ^RTeft^PFfl] 

[9. vyavasayatmakapadasya samalocanam.] 

Text: 286 

?ran, dlMiddhh^(^)^rrqM?fi 

tatha, vyavasayatmakapadamapi nopadeyamaprame(mapaneJydbhavat. 

Translation: 286 

In the same way, the clause “which is of the nature of determinate 
cognition ' 7 is not required in the definition of perception, because, 
there is nothing which can be excluded by this clause. 

Text: 287 

y-aj|Ucj|RM 5f%nswf^wfd; ^F^TFT- 

ddMdld^; cTf^Ff 'fF^^fFT WTcl f^%cf PfcPTrfcf 3TT^T *T PTfcRTfcT? 

nanu sthanvadike ’rthe indriydrthasannikarsdt samanyamatra- 
darsanat visesanupalabdhau sandehajnanamupajdyate tadapamyate; 
tasmin sandehajnane jate kincit pratibhati aho na pratibhati? 

Translation: 287 
Objection: 

Well, when our eyes come in contact with a post, we observe certain 
common features there and we also do not observe certain specific 
features and after sometimes, a doubtful knowledge arises. Now the 
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question is, in that doubtful knowledge whether something appears 
or does not appear? 

Text: 288 

hfclhlfcl; *T Spff, SRf cfT? 

tadyadi pratibhati; sa kirn dharmi, dharmo va? 

Translation: 288 
Reply: 

We would like to know what appears in the knowledge, is it a locus 
of the properties or the property itself? 

Text: 289 

spff nfcRTfcT; dllwfcb:, 31dl[^teb) qy? 

tadyadi dharmipratibhati; sa tattvikah, atattviko va? 

Translation: 289 

If you say that the locus appears, then our question is, whether that 
locus is real or unreal? 

Text: 290 

dllrdd,:; HN^ildl ?lf^T%TFR^I 

yadi tattvikah; napaneyata tadvisayavijhanasya. 

Translation: 290 

If you say that it is real, then obviously, the knowledge of that 
cannot be excluded. 

Text: 291 

3?ar 3WTTfW^:; ^Mdldrc|IR ; T c dd'Hldkh(hMdh ) MI^RI 

atha atattvikah; tada avyabhicaripadena apamtatvat na vyavasa- 
yatmakapadamupadeyam. 

Translation: 291 

If you say that it is real, then it has already been excluded by the 
clause “which is not erroneous” and so the clause “which is of the 
form of determinate cognition” need not be added to that definition. 

Text: 292 

3T&T Srf: yfcPhld'; gWdcRTW:, 3T? 
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atha dharmah pratibhati; sa sthanutvalaksanah purusatvalaksanah, 
ubhayarh va? 

Translation: 292 

If you say what appears there is a property, we would like to know, 
is that property of the form of postness or of the form of manhood 
or both. 

Text: 293 

cTWf^ y^iujyclelSTWr SFT: ^fcRTfcT dlP^chlSdlRchl ^T? 

tadyadi sthanutvalaksano dharmah pratibhati sa tattviko ’tattviko va? 

Translation: 293 

If you say that property which appears there, is of the form of 
postness, we will again ask you, whether that is real or unreal? 

Text: 294 

vfe dllwbb:; efjST 'H^*>Mdl, xHcdkd^dddd? 

yadi tattvikah; katharh tadbuddheh sandeharupata, tattvikarthagrhi- 
tirupatvena satyodakasarhvedanavat? 

Translation: 294 

If you say it is real, how can that knowledge be doubtful like the 
perception of real water which reveals the real object? 

Text: 295 

atha atattvikah; tada avyabhicaripadena apoditatvdt na vyavasa- 
yatmakapadamupadeyam. 

Translation: 295 

If you say it is unreal, then this has been already excluded by 
the clause “that which is erroneous” and therefore the clause “that 
which is of the form of a determinate cognition” need not be added 
in the definition. 

Text: 296 

3T&T SF: nfcPUfcT; 3RMfp ^TT? 

atha purusatvalaksano dharmah pratibhati; asavapi tattviko ’tattviko 
va? 
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Translation: 296 

If you say that property which appears is of the nature of manhood, 
the same question can be asked, whether that manness is real or 
unreal. 

Text: 297 

dfd diradr ; efjSf d^k>Mdl? 

yadi tattvikah; katharh tadbuddheh sandeharupata? 

Translation: 297 

If you say real, then how can that knowledge be called doubtful? 
Text: 298 

3T21 3TdTf^Pf>: d^T SW'lRdcdl^ cJJcRMlcWld d I 

atha atattvikah tada avyabhicaripadena apoditatvat vyavasayatma- 
kapadarh na sadhiyah. 

Translation: 298 

If you say unreal, then this has already been excluded by the clause 
“that which is erroneous” and therefore the presence of the clause 
which is of nature of determinate cognition cannot be justified. 
Text: 299 

JlfdiTTfd; ddT ^dlP^ebd dT, 

atha ubhayam pratibhati; tada ubhayostattvikatvam, atattvikatvarii va, 

Translation: 299 

If you say, that what appears in the knowledge is of nature of both 
real and unreal, then, either both are true, or both are false? 

Text: 300 

3T&T W dTf^clxcPb 3HJ'Wldl[^bccHl? ^Hd'l'l-dlRcbccI^; ddT 

dtesIH'W dlf^faWH, q d^khdll 

atha ekasya tattvikatvam, anyasyatattvikatvam? tadyadi ubhayosta¬ 
ttvikatvam; tada tadvijhanasya tattvikatvameva, na sandehatmata. 

Translation: 300 

If you say if one is real, and other is unreal, there if both are true, 
then the knowledge of both will be true and that knowledge cannot 
be said to be of nature of doubt. 
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Text: 301 

3RT ^H|c|ut|dlRch1; 7RT dtesIH'W f^WR^TcTT, d" ^T%RdcTTI 

atha ubhavapyatattvikau; tada tadvijndnasya viparyayarupata, na 
sandehatmata. 

Translation: 301 

If you say both are unreal, then the knowledge of that will be of 
knowledge of nature of contrary or nature of opposite, but not a 
doubtful knowledge. 

Text: 302 

3RT 'RdRT dlRchccIH-il'WISdlRehccIH; CRT cl^T ffFT TRdTS^R- 

fdRTlt 3T?TTf^^spj^fcRRRR dll^chl^ J J^^4olRci|RrEnft| 

atha ekasya tattvikatvamanyasya ’tattvikatvam; tada tadeva jhanarh 
vyabhicari tadeva 'vyabhicari atattvikarthagrhitirupatvad vyabhicari, 
tdttvikdrthagrhitirupatvadavyabhicdri. 

Translation: 302 

If you say one is real, and the other one is unreal, then that very 
knowledge becomes erroneous and that very knowledge become 
non-erroneous, since one reveals the unreal object, and therefore 
is erroneous, and the other reveals the real object and therefore it 
is not erroneous. 

Text: 303 

TJcFT cR ft sTRRTR: nfcPTTfcT d' jpiRTR: I 

etena dvicandrajnanamudghatitam. tatra hi dravyakarah pratibhati 
na gunakarah. 

Translation: 303 

By the same argument, the knowledge of two moons is also 
explained. In that knowledge what appears is a form of substance 
and not of the form of quality. 

Text: 304 

3RT ^RrSTTajfchKhfd'Rf^ ^ 

atha sandigdhdrthdkdrapratibhasi sandehajhanamiti cet; 
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Translation: 304 
Clarification: 

Well, the knowledge which reveals doubtful form of an object is 
called a doubtful knowledge. 

Text: 305 

^ ^t? 

sa sandigdho ’rtho vidyate va na va? 

Translation: 305 
Reply: 

We would like to know, whether that doubtful knowledge exists or 
not. 

Text: 306 

%fcT; ef)Sj 

tadyadi vidyate; katharh tatsarhvedanasya sandeharupata abadhi- 
tarthagrhitirupatvat satyodakasarhvedanavat? 

Translation: 306 

If that exists, then how can the knowledge of that would be form 
of doubt, because, that knowledge, reveals an object which is not 
contradicted like the perception of real water? 

Text: 307 

*T %frT; d^TS^mif^T 3w'lfcdre||^ 

atha na vidyate; tada’vyabhicaripadena apoditatvat vyavasayatma- 
kapadamaparthakam. 

Translation: 307 

If you say that it does not exist, then, by the clause “which is not 
erroneous” itself that has been excluded, and therefore again, the 
clause “which is of the nature of a determinate cognition” becomes 
purposeless. 

Text: 308 

3f[sr ^ fefj]fxrcf£r nfcmfcT; R c# 
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a[tha na kirhjcidapi pratibhati; na tarhi tasya indriyarthasanni- 
karsajaftvam], bhrantodakavijhanavat. tasmad vyavasayatmaka- 
padam api anupadeyam. 

Translation: 308 

If you say nothing appears in that knowledge, then that cannot be 
treated as knowledge caused by contact of sense organ and object 
as in the case of illusion of water. Therefore, the clause “which is of 
the nature of a definite cognition” is also not required to be added 
in the definition of perception. 

[So. 3tW^§dMd^KHI§^TeT?iUKHKil-a|^ V l^'y:|] 

[10. avyapadesyapadasyasadhutve laksanasaragranthasyollekhah.J 

Text: 309 

avyapadesyapadanca yatha na sadhiyah tatha laksanasare 
drastavyam. 

Translation: 309 

We have discussed (in detail) how the clause “that which is not 
named or verbalized” is not justifiable in the definition of perception. 
For that one should see the text Laksanasara (composed by me). 

[SS. *Fft$TTl] 

[11. indriyarthasannikarsotpannapadasya samiksa.] 

Text: 310 

cTSJT, ft 

cqd(tdl^fd,Md®fWf qj, 3TT[cRurf^r qi], d^lRdtldlR^HIcRHl) ^TT? 

tatha, indriyarthasannikarsajatvamapi nopapadyate tadgatyabhavat. 
indriyarthasannikarso hi vyavahitdrthdnupalabdhilihgo va, d[vara- 
nalihgo va], tadutpaditaghatadijhanavaseyo va? 

Translation: 310 

Similarly, the clause “which is produced by the contact between the 
sense organ and object” also is not justified, because, there is no way 
by which it can be known. Is the contact between the sense organ 
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and object known on the basis of not arising of the knowledge of a 
thing at a distance or is it known on the basis of the ground viz. 
cover or ignorance or is it concluded on the basis of the knowledge 
of pot etc. produced by that contact. 

Text: 311 

ddrfd dddybdj 3d dddFbd- 

5qeF‘H'!Hdldd?TdTd;i ddddlsfd ddd d^Td: d efjSf dcddldblddu? 

tadyadi vyavahitarthanupalabdhilihgah; tadayuktam; tena saha 
sambandha’nupapatteh, tadabhavepyanupalambhasadbhavadarsanat. 
yadabhave’pi yasya sadbhavah sa katharh tatsadbhavavedakah? 

Translation: 311 

If you say it is known on the basis of not arising of the knowledge of 
a thing at a distance, it is not proper, because, there is no invariable 
relationship with that, because, it is observed that even in the absence 
of that the non-knowledge exist. If X can exist, even without Y, how 
can Y be the producer of knowledge of existence of X. 

Text: 312 

3Td dndddfel^:; dddddf; 3d d? dHfcHl(d^)3ddTdTd[, dddl3sfd ddld- 

dddldj d^l3 dT 3TTdddRSTdd(dd) I ];i dddlt dddfd: djaFf? 

atha avaranalingah; tadayuktam; tena saha sammatiga(sanga)tera- 
bhavat, tadabhave ’pi sadbhavadarsanat, tadbhave va avarananartha- 
jya(kya)m. tadabhave tadgatih katham? 

Translation: 312 

If you say it is known on the basis of the ground viz. cover or 
ignorance, which also is not proper, because, this also does not have 
a relationship with that contact. Since, even in the absence of that 
it is observed to exist and if it exists the cover becomes meaningless 
and if it does not exist, how can it be known? 


Text: 313 

3T&T dstclJUHlRsll^H dddybhj ddddddt d^d?dddlddd3:1 

xdtSdt dfvTddp | d>d ddldddl 3df3 5fl3? 
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atha tadbhavakumbhadijnanena avagamyate; tadayuktam; tadana- 
vagatau tadudbhavatvasyanavagateh. pisacaparamanumahesvara- 
kalpo’sau sannikarsah. katharh tadayattata vedyate jnane? 

Translation: 313 

If you say it is known by the knowledge which is produced by the 
contact, it is again improper, because if it is not known, it cannot 
also be known that the contact has produced the knowledge of pot. 
That contact between sense organ and object is something like a 
ghost or an atom or what you say God which is never known. How 
can it be known that knowledge depends upon that? 

Text: 314 

ef5Sf % sfFF[-fcf> RsIHIebKcKII, 3TT^T efjRff— 

TRcHTT, dT? 

katharii ca tad indriyarthasannikarsamavedayati jndnam-kirii vijndnd- 
karataya, aho karyakdrataya, indriyarthasannikarsajanyakdratayd va? 

Translation: 314 

We would like to ask: How does that knowledge cause the knowledge 
between sense organ and object? Is it (i) As knowledge? (ii) As an 
effect? (iii) As a form produced by the contact produced by sense 
organ and object? 

Text: 314 

dljft WdWWRTT; dddybhj ddHHTsft fTPWTWT W-Wt WTFTTfeTFT I 

tadyadi jnanasvabhavataya; tadayuktam; tadabhave ’pi jnanakarasya 
sambhava upamanadijnane. 

Translation: 314 

If you say it causes the knowledge as nature of knowledge, it is not 
proper, because, even without this there is possibility of a form of 
knowledge as in the case of analogical knowledge. 

Text: 315 

3T2T <h|i|fdiddl WlfH dd^rbT; dMhHld,hHp1H-h^Rldlelvdelld1 dTd 
'HjSIcI'IlWtI: I zfT fddT HdfdT cpst fTTWT HFT? 3FP&TT 
wfKd ^n?fi 
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atha karyatmataya gamayati tadapyayuktam; upamdndnumdnajna- 
namaricimlajaladau tasya sadbhavopapatteh. yo yena vina bhavati sa 
katharh tasya jndpako nama? any atha sattvaderapi gamakatvarh sydt. 

Translation: 315 

If you say it causes the knowledge in the form of an effect, it is also 
not proper, because, in the case of analogical knowledge, inferential 
knowledge, and the knowledge of water in the mirage, also effectness 
is present. If X comes into being without Y how can Y be called 
the producer of knowledge of X? Otherwise, mere existence can also 
become the producer of knowledge. 

Text: 316 

3TST ##T#Hfacb4vd-dl<bKddl 31# 

vjHJIebK: 5 lHI<t>KldcdfclRrb: cdfdRrbl ^TT? cRT sIHkhdHId, 

^T55cf)RTfcR#r5#r5f#r Wl 3TTcftRFd#d#h dT 

5lHlk)Mdl 

atha indriyarthasannikarsajanyakarataya sarhsu(su)cayatiti cet; 
asau indriyarthasannikarsajanyakarah jhandkaradavyatiriktah, vya- 
tirikto va? yadyavyatiriktah; tada jndndtmatamdtram, na”kdrdti- 
reko ’nyo ’sti vibhavyamano ’numanadijndnesu yatha. akarantardti- 
reke va jndndrupata hriyate. 

Translation: 316 

If you say that it causes the knowledge as a form produced by the 
contact between the sense organ and object. We would like to know 
whether that form produced between the contact between the sense 
organ and object, is identical with the knowledge or different from 
it. If it is identical, then it is mere knowledge. There is no different 
form which we can imagine there as in the case of an inferential 
cognition and the like and if we posit another form it will seize to 
be knowledge. 

Text: 317 

3TST ciifdRdu; dT#l?# J H4Kci sIHIebK'WI d#ddldj 

atha vyatiriktah; tasyaiva tarhi gamakatvarh na jhanakarasya. 
tasyapyagamakatvam tadavedanat. 
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Translation: 317 

If you say that the form produced by the contact between the sense 
organ and object is different from knowledge, then that should 
cause the knowledge and not the form of knowledge. Even that 
cannot be called producer of knowledge, because it cannot cause 
that knowledge. 

Text: 318 

WT$TsTFf% d ^ ^dld-d to %TFT toto 

sr?tor, 3 tt?jhiR^h tkiN-dftociiT i 

kinca, tadutpannam indriyarthasannikarsad vijnanarh svarupena- 
vagahamyam, tato vyaptismaranam, tadanu paramarsajhdnam, 
tato ’numeydvagatiriti. na ca etavantarh kalarh vijnanarh sthitipadarh 
badhnati, asubhavitvena pratyastamitatvat. 

Translation: 318 

Moreover, first of all, that knowledge produced from the contact 
between the sense organ and object, should be known in its 
own form. Then, there should be remembrance of invariable 
concomitance. That will be followed by a confirmatory knowledge 
and then the inferential knowledge of that contact can arise. The 
initial knowledge however, cannot continue to exist for such a longer 
duration, because, as the knowledge comes quickly, it goes quickly. 

Text: 319 

3T&T to tolled Tftoto 3EjqpF[; 

atha buddhyarudhena dharmadharminyayena parikalpyate anumanam; 

Translation: 319 
Clarification: 

Well, we can postulate a mental process of inference, as we do on 
the basis of the principle of locus and located. 

Text: 320 

ci^T SidK-dcj MIHlfd ^IdldbHddJ 

tada avastavarh prapnoti sugatanumanavat. 
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Translation: 320 
Reply: 

Then the whole thing will become unreal like the inference of the 
Buddhists. 

[12. indriyajanyatvasya pratyakse ’sambhavaprakatanam.] 

Text: 321 

cTSTT, ^RdkMIstkdlRcMddR: I 

tatha, indriyotpadyatvamapi nopapadyate, indriyotpadyatvatireka- 
navagateh. 

Translation: 321 

In the same way, even this cannot be justified that perceptual 
knowledge is produced by the sense-organ, because, we do not know 
whether the perceptual knowledge is also produced by something 
other than the sense-organ. 

Text: 322 

ftsTFT TTHIddR H|ebKH^U| f dwsldl 3T I 

vijnanarh svabhavatayaiva vedyate, nakarantarena, tajjnaptau va 
jndnakdravirahaprasangah. 

Translation: 322 

Knowledge is known by its own nature and not by any other form 
and if it is known by any other form then it will result into loosing 
the form of knowledge. 

Text: 323 

^ rr ffRb; ^Ri-KiMcsi wrfcri 

na ca jnanam indriyasambaddharh drstarh, yena tadupalabhya- 
manam indriyarh gamayati. 

Translation: 323 

We have not come across any knowledge connected with the sense 
organ, had it been so, it would have caused the knowledge of the 
sense organ in the form of being known. 
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Text: 324 

3T&T f^TT 3FPP cpWTTSPT I #T PfWTSng PW: cf^JRF^FSfTSWT: I 

atha kriya anyatra karanasadhya drsta. saiva gamika’stu yasyah 
karanasam.bandho ’vagatah. 

Translation: 324 
Objection: 

Well, we do find action somewhere else i.e. in another locus produced 
by an instrument, let that action be the causer of the knowledge 
with which relationship of instrument is understood. 

Text: 325 

fi 3RPRI J H4xcj I fi ^ 

nfci PsIdrlRd 

na canyasya sambandhe anyasya gamakatvarh kihcitsamyadupapa- 
dyate. na jatu devadattanayananilasambandhe sati yajnadattend- 
riyarh ghatadikamartham asati sambandhe karanatvasamyat praka- 
sayad drstam. 

Translation: 325 
Reply: 

It will not be proper to say that on the basis of some similarity, 
X has the relationship and Y can cause the knowledge. No one 
has seen that, if there is a relationship of something blue with the 
eyes of Devadatta, then the sense organ of Yajnadatta causes the 
perception of pot etc. even if there is no relationship simply on the 
basis of similarity of an instrument. 

Text: 326 

nap, 3TSNPPRPRtS'Pr fpfn^r 3Rl% tPPT^UT ^lRdoi|: I 

tatha, arthajanydkaro 'pi vijhane anenaiva prakarena paryudasto 
veditavyah. 

Translation: 326 

In the same way, the argument of knowledge having a form produced 
by the object, should be known as rejected on the basis of this very 
logic. 
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[°ll. 3TafcpTfp 

[13. arthasyapi pratyaksajanakatvakhandanam.J 

Text: 327 

pap, PraffsfP RsIHiJcMIcJilfrl-^vjlldlSfrR'PT:, PbPIdlRjPPl cfi, 3fcpf?r- 
IppHMfPTfpPPl PT, cpf^pfrlPnPTHPPt PT? 

tatha, artho'pi vijnanamutpddayati-anupajdtd’tisayah, upajatati- 
sayo vd, avyatiriktopajatatisayo vd, vyatiriktopajatdtisayo vd? 

Translation: 327 

Similarly, you say that object produces knowledge; there we would 
like to ask, (i) whether the object produces knowledge without 
any additional property produced in the object? Or (ii) whether 
it produces knowledge with something extra property produced in 
it? 

Or (iii) does it produce knowledge with something additional 
property produced in it and at the same time not being different 
from it? Or (iv) does it produce cognition with some extra feature 
produced in it which is different from it? 

Text: 328 

ppfp Pldj-HIdlfdPP: cf^frT; PPT PPPT pjpfc p cp cf5Wf 3TPTPJT PT pfafa- 
(p)t[p I 

tadyati anupajatatisayah karoti; tada sarvada kuryad na vd karanam 
akaranarh vd nopavi(pa)dyeta tatsvarupanativrtteh. 

Translation: 328 

If you say, it produces knowledge with something extra property 
produced in it, then it should always produce knowledge or it cannot 
be characterized either as an instrument or non-instrument because 
its nature remains unaffected. 

Text: 329 

pap, 3fcpfM^TTtW[Plfp?1^5ft P PPtfp, 3TPPWTPP^PIP7Tcl: I PHdjldl PT P 
pfl ddci|jdRrbl5fp?lP: I 

tatha, avyatiriktopajatatisayo 'pi na karoti, akarakakarasyanugateh. 
ananugatau vd na tarhi tadavyatirikto’tisayah. 
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Translation: 329 

In the same way, it cannot produce knowledge with some additional 
feature being born in it, which is not different from itself, because, 
its form of not being a causal factor still continues. If you say it 
does not continue, then, the additional feature is not different from 
the object. 

Text: 330 

3?ar 71^ 3febKeb|ebKHfa<^: | 

3ifd<Rl dT 3TPTT7t STfaTWFfl 

atha vyatiriktopajatatisayena janyate tathapi no[papadya]te, akara- 
kdkdranativrtteh. ativrttau vd ayatarh ksanikatvam. 

Translation: 330 

If you say that knowledge is produced by the object, which has 
additional feature which is born at the same time which is different 
from itself, even then, it is not justifiable, because, the form of not 
being a causal factor has not ceased to exist and if you say that it has 
over-extended the one cannot stop it from becoming momentary. 

Text: 331 

ftsTFT 

tatasca nendriyarthasannikarsajarh vijndnarh pratyaksalaksanam. 

Translation: 331 

From all this we conclude that a cognition which is produced by 
the contact of the sense organ with the object, it cannot be called 
the definition of a perceptual cognition. 

0.3 hlhK-ldnHHd'b-l WHIU|d$TWT ^STTI 

[mimarhsakasammatasya pramanalaksanasya pariksd.] 

(Refutation of the definition of pramana as accepted by the 
MTmamsakas) 

Text: 332 

Hh|U|el§iW r Tf^?lf?n 7f ccldybdlRdl ^Ti: I 

anye tu anadhigatarthagantrtvena pramanalaksanamabhidadhati. te 
tvayuktavadino drastavyah. 
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Translation: 332 

Others (MTmamsakas) say that the general dehnition of pramana 
is that knowledge which reveals an object, which was not known 
before. They should be looked upon as such scholars, who do not 
talk rationally. 


Text: 333 



kathamayuktavadita tesamiti cet; 

Translation: 333 
Objection: 

How do you say that they do not talk logically? 

Text: 334 



ucyate-vibhinnakdrakotpdditaikdrthavijndndnarh yathavyavasthitai- 
karthagrhitirupatvd’visese ’pi purvotpannavijnanasya prdmdnyam 
nottarasya ityatra niydmakarh vaktavyam. 


Translation: 334 
Reply: 

We say so due to the following: When, the knowledges of an object 
produced by different causal factors do not show any difference, 
in their form viz. being the revealer of that single object as it is, 
they say that the knowledge that has arisen before, is authentic, 
whereas the knowledge that has arisen later, is not. What should 
be the deciding factor? They should spell out. 


Text: 335 



atha yathdvyavasthitdrthagrhitirupatvdvisese ’pi purvotpannavijiid- 
nasya pramanyamupapadyate na prathamottaravijnanasya; 

Translation: 335 
Clarification: 

Well, when there is no difference in the form viz. being the revealer 
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of one and the same object, as it is and still it is proper to hold that 
the knowledge that was produced before is alone dependable, and 
not the knowledge that followed the first knowledge. 

Text: 336 

WhWMWHIUAi PTRP ^cTTSlilIffkdIsM^TTcfl zr&TT 

cRTT ^cTTST’J^fcl^Tcn *T pMcLdfd I 

tada anenaiva nyayena prathamasydpyaprdmdnyarh prasaktarh 
grhitdrthagrdhitva ’visesat. yatha ekanilasvalaksandvabhdsitayugapa- 
dutpanndnekamlavijndndndrh mlaikdrthagrhitirupata na bhidyate, 
tatha purvdparotpannavijndndnamapi grhitdrthagrhitirupata na 
nivartsyati. 

Translation: 336 
Reply: 

Then on the same logic the first logic should also be declared as 
non-dependable, because, that is also not different from having the 
nature of being the revealer of the object which was known. As the 
knowledges of a blue thing simultaneously occurring at the time of 
the knowledge which reveals one blue thing, do not show difference 
of their form of being the revealer of the same one blue thing. In 
the same way, the knowledges occurring the earlier knowledge will 
not give up their form of being the revealer of something which was 
known. 

Text: 337 

3TSTT(si) terfcfWcl 3PTf^paffcT)R- 

'rTIcmui^h ; 3tr <3 3Tf^^qfcTtRfwigqwi?ri 

atha(tha) niyatavisayatvam purvottaravijndnayoh-purvotpannavijna- 
nam anadhigatarthakdrasvikaranamukhena upadiyate, uttararh tu 
adhigatdrthdkdravisayamupajdyate. 

Translation: 337 
Clarification: 

Let us accept that the one and the same object appears in the 
earlier knowledge and also in the subsequent knowledge. In that 
case, we accept the knowledge which was produced earlier, as having 
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the form which was not known before. Whereas, the subsequent 
knowledge, reveals the form which was already known. 

Text: 338 

dfd ^cTTSffcfWcf^; ef)Sf 3W UfdPlddRqikclR; efjSf 

PiddR^dccj^diii^cdd'ira^snd;? 

yadi grhitarthavisayatvam; katharh pratiniyatavisayatvam? atha 
pratiniyatavisayatvam; katharh grhitdrthagrahitvam, niyatavisaya- 
tvagrhitagrahitvayorvirodhat? 

Translation: 338 
Reply: 

Here, we would like to know if the knowledge is called knowledge in 
which object is known, then how we can say that each knowledge 
has the same object? And if each knowledge has the same object, 
then how can the knowledge be called a revealer of an object which 
was known? Because, there is a contradiction between the property 
of being a specific object of knowledge and the property of being a 
revealer of something which was already known. 

Text: 339 

dfd xT PlddR^dcclR; ddT dFTTWf Isf^faTRI 

yadi ca niyatavisayatvam; tada ubhayorapi pramanyam anadhigatd- 
rthagantrtvd ’visesat. 

Translation: 339 

If it is accepted that knowledges have specific object then both 
the knowledges should be treated as authentic, because both 
the knowledges share the characteristics of being the revealer of 
something which is not known. 

Text: 340 

3T&r ddT WH|UAWWH|UA|' dT ^dHTf|dTT5f^?ldTc[l 

atha ekavisayatvam; tada ubhayorapi pramanyamapramanyarh va 
grhitagrahitva ’ visesat. 

Translation: 340 

If you say both the knowledges are of one and the same object, then 
both the knowledges should be either authentic or non-authentic, 
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because both share the characteristics of being the revealer of some 
unknown object. 


Text: 341 

RtSP ^T^^Tlf^dKcpRPlJH-illiljMPiqid: ^Rleild^ldi RRtR: I d^if^TcT- 
Rppfp ptptw^M fftwfippp?!, 5 ftprpc!rt pti cptsp 
PlclKfll dl? 


so ’yarn gadupravesaksitarakavinirgamanyayopanipatah srutilalasa- 
narh duruttarah. nanvadhigatavisayatve satyapi pramanyabhyupa- 
game smrterapi pramanyamanusajyate, pramanaphalata va. ko ’tra 
nivarayita? 


Translation: 341 
Objection: 

Well, if knowledge reveals something which was already known and 
in spite of that if it is treated as authentic, then even a remembrance 
will have to be treated as authentic or it will have to be treated as a 
result of a dependable knowledge. Who can prevent this unwanted 
consequence? 


Text: 342 

^fdR^MvdldhHI-3TMl^Hdl^Rdl^fchKR^dl ^TT, 3FPfpWPT, PT? 

smrtirihopajdyamdnd-ddydnubhavdveditdrthdkdravisayd va, anya- 
visaya va, nirvisayd va? 

Translation: 342 
Reply: 

In that context, we would like to ask whether the remembrance 
which is caused here, has the same form which was revealed by the 
first experience or having different object or having no object? 


Text: 343 

RRfp ^'IRdld.'Hdl^Rdl^fchKR^dl; Rap RRPT: PPWWRT % P|c|Kf2|^ 
PTRPl TrtSfcTTaJilrflcPTfcl?W 

tadyadi purvoditanubhavaveditarthakaravisaya; tatha tasyah prama- 
naphalata naiva nivarayiturh paryate grhitdrthagrdhitvdvisesadi- 
tyuktam. 
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Translation: 343 

There if you say that the remembrance has the same form, which 
was revealed in the earlier experience, then that should be treated 
as a result of the authentic knowledge and that cannot be avoided 
because, the remembrance also shares the same property of being the 
revealer of the object which was known. Therefore, it is not proper. 

Text: 344 

tjd rf wi wm tbFRF hlhmcbHIhJ 

evanca smrtisarhjnakarh saptamarh pramanarh prasaktarh mima- 
rhsakanam. 

Translation: 344 

In that case, the Mlmamsakas should accept the seventh pramana 
called remembrance. 

Text: 345 

3TS1 ^4R^HHc|«nftcTT8jf^W; ^1 cbFTT: rfl? 

IRjfcR^TcTT ^ UIHlfdl ft T^RHfjJ^dl- 

SlfWTTI 

atha purvavijndnanavadhdritdrthavisayd; yadyevarh katharh tasyah 
pramanaphalatvamapaneturh paryate? ddydnubhavasyai(sye)va 
smrtirupatd ca na prapnoti. drstasrutarthavisaya hi smrtirndgrhitd- 
rthavisaya. 

Translation: 345 

If you say that the remembrance has its object which is not known 
by the earlier knowledge, if you say so, how can its property of being 
the result of a dependable knowledge are removed. One cannot say 
that the first experience is of the form of a remembrance, because 
remembrance is that in which either something seen appears as 
its content or something heard appears as its content and never 
something which is not known. 


Text: 346 

3T&T fdfWTT ^f?T; ?T^T ^ 3Tfq" ^ 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


103 


atha nirvisaya isyate; tada na grhitarthagrahitvena smrterapra- 
manyam api tu kesondukasarhvedanavannirvisayatvena. 

Translation: 346 

Now if you say that it is without content, in that case, the 
remembrance cannot be declared as non-dependable on the ground 
of its revealing something already known. But, only like a perception 
of thread-like thing which one sees in the cognition when one returns 
from the scorching sun in a shade. 

Text: 347 

3lfcr zf, Zffe PrfWTT; cT^T 

api ca, yadi nirvisaya; tada grhitarthagrahini katham? 

Translation: 347 

Moreover, if you say that it is without content, then how can you 
call it a revealer of something which was known? 

Text: 348 

^cTTSWTfMfcr 4^; 

grhitdrthagrdhiniti cet; 

Translation: 348 
Clarification: 

By that we mean, revealer of that object which is known. 

Text: 349 

'PrfWTT' sfcT c|^hci|^| ^ xf PlfSfoA||-*TTcR ftcR ^T 

^ WJ^:' ffci ^; < Hcj|^dia|fchKM4cj';Hlfd^ ft 
iJcif^Hcii^diaifehK'HI JTfcTHRHIdU 

‘nirvisaya' iti na vaktavyam. na ca nirvisaya- ‘matararh pitararh 
susrusitavanaham’ ‘santi me pahcabhrtyah' iti purvanubhavave- 
ditarthakaraparyavasayinyo hi smrtayah, smrtijhanena purvanubha- 
vaveditarthakarasya pratibhasanat. 

Translation: 349 
Reply: 

In that case you should not say it is contentless. As a matter 
of fact, remembrance cannot be without content. We do have 
remembrances such as “I had served my father and mother.” “I 
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have five servants” which reflect the forms of the objects, which were 
experienced before. Knowledge called remembrance always reflects, 
the form of an object, which was experienced before. 

Text: 350 

3T2T falsi cl WcifiklfadccIhH HffaWRfl ^ ^ 

atha smrtivijnanakale purvaprabodhavisayikrtarthasya pratyasta- 
mitatvanna tadvisayatvam. evarh ca nirvisayatvena smrteraprama- 
nyarh na grhitarthagrahitvena ityuktam. 

Translation: 350 

If you say, at the time of the knowledge viz. remembrance the 
object which was the content of the earlier knowledge is no more, 
and therefore we say that, that is not the content of remembrance. 
If it is so, then remembrance is not dependable not because it is 
contentless, but not on the ground of its being the revealer of that 
object which was known. 

Text: 351 

ufe ^ 3Krsnf^TTSTfwi cRTSd.hHsIH'b-l 3WFTTWTT- 

Mdfa^dl 

yadi ca avadharitarthavisayarh pramanamapramanamupapadyate 
tada ’numdnajnanasya apramanyamapampadyeta. 

Translation: 351 

If you say, a dependable knowledge which has a definite object as 
its content is being presented as not dependable, then an inferential 
knowledge also will not become dependable. 

Text: 352 

tadeva katham? 

Translation: 352 

How can it be so? 

Text: 353 

cf^cr 31d,hHldc| J KWfal, flRsf RT, fd^dlMK- 
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'!HHH4)ldlHdl(cfrTr)f^r cfj, cfT, 3Tf^rf^qNcF^ cff 

3lft?cRTHFWr? 

kathyate-yadeva avinabhavasarnbandhagrahanakalavadharitamagni- 
tvasamanyarh lingajahadvrttitvena pratyaksena tadeva anumana- 
davagacchati, ahosvit pavakasvarupam, matvartharh va, lihgavya- 
parasamanakalmata(lma) stitvarh va, lingopasarjanatvarh va, agni- 
vyaktiparatantryarh va agnitvasamanyasya? 

Translation: 353 

Here, is the answer. At the time of the knowledge of invariable 
concomitance between smoke and fire, whatever was decided such as 
the class of fire, the same is being known by inference, on the basis 
of perception of the ground, viz. the smoke through the method 
of inclusive relationship, is it this or mere the form of fire or the 
meaning of the possessive suffix or the existence concurrent with 
the function of the ground or what was indicated by the ground or 
any dependency on a particular fire individual. 

Text: 354 

ddUHluil ddd,MMxl1 dT 3TsrfqW 

3#ci#Rit^Tfcr: I cfcT?^r '3fg5r#:' , 3Tfjr^Ff^rcTTHC' ^Tcf5c^ftcf5c5Tcr^rdcR^: 

tadyadi purvavadharitasamanyavisayamabhyupeyate; tada prama- 
nyam naiva samasadayati grhitarthagrahitvena smrtivadeva. 
tadapramanye nagnimattvavyavasthopapattih tadanupapattau va 
arthapattya agnivyaktisarhsthitih. tatasca ‘amutragnih’ ‘agniramya- 
tam ’ iti sakalalokavyavaharavirahah syat. 

Translation: 354 

If you accept that knowledge has having the universal which was 
decided before, then it cannot be said to be authentic, because like 
remembrance, it reveals something which was already known and if 
that becomes unauthentic on the basis of that the subject cannot 
be concluded as having fire and when that is not explained, there 
will be existence of individual fire through another way of knowing 
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viz. arthapatti and that will result into all human behaviors such 
as “there is fire there” “please bring fire” etc. 

Text: 355 

dT ^d^c,l|c|£K£|P|Rfd ^crfsrEllR^uilsJ 31fTFM(w) FFTTM- 

atha ma bhudetadvyavaharahaniriti cet purvavadharitepyarthe anu- 
manasya(sya) pramanyamabhyupeyate; 

Translation: 355 
Clarification: 

Well, let us not lose such a behavior and we do accept the 
authenticity of an inferential knowledge which reveals an object 
which was already known. 

Text: 356 

tada anadhigatdrthagantrvisesanamaparthakam srotriyanamiti. 

Translation: 356 
Reply: 

In that case, the clause “that which reveals an object which was not 
known before” becomes purposeless for the MTmamsakas. 

Text: 357 

3TSI MldcM-c|^MddJhh|fc|; dR tpid?ITftd dT, d dT? 

atha pdvakasvarupamanumimise; tat lingajahadvrttitvena purvama- 
vadharitarh va, na va? 

Translation: 357 

If you say that you will infer the nature of fire by the inference there 
the question will arise, will that fire be known before through the 
relation of invariable concomitance with the ground viz. the smoke 
or not? 

Text: 358 

yadi purvopalabdham; adhigatarthavisayatvamayatamanumanasya. 
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Translation: 358 

If you say the known fire will be inferred, then obviously the content 
of inferential cognition becomes something which is already known. 

Text: 359 

3TS1 q 31cznwrsfa: 3T^THTx# Ucflilcl, <jU|vjicllR- 

fowi’^ffFT fNHwHdl 

atha na purvopalabdham; avyapako ’gnih anumanattarhi pratiyate, 
tadabhyupagame trnajalddivisayamapyanumdnarh prasajyate. 

Translation: 359 

If you say that such fire that was known before will be inferred, it 
will mean, in that case, that such fire is being inferred by inference 
which is not the pervader of ground viz. the smoke and if that is 
accepted then one can have inferential knowledge of grass, water 
etc. from the knowledge of smoke (which is absurd). 

Text: 360 

3T&r *r ^crfcrerrf^fr dr, q qT? 

atha matvartho’numiyate sa purvavadharito va, na va? 

Translation: 360 

If you say a qualified thing (the subject qualified by the thing to be 
inferred) there again the question arises, whether that is known or not? 

Text: 361 

^FqqfcT? 

yadyavadharitah katharn anadhigatarthagantrvisesanam anumane 
sambhavati? 

Translation: 361 

If you say it is known, then how can the qualifying clause “which 
reveals something which is not known before” will fit into the 
inferential cognition? 

Text: 362 

3T&r%lWr: ; TKFff vjId^ullRRqqqLqq^H 

atha naivavagatah; tadamrh jalatrnddivisayamapyanumdnarii prasa- 
jyeta ityuktam. 
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Translation: 362 

If you say it is not known, then we have already said that from 
anything there will arise the cognition of water, grass etc. etc. 

Text: 363 

3121 3TfjRTPTFWI 3t^fk?T; ddd,hHci|NK- 

atha lingavyapdrasamanakdlmdstitvam agnisamanyasya anumiyate; 
tadanumanavyapdrasamanakdlindstitvam agnitvasamanyad vyati- 
riktam, avyatiriktarh va? 

Translation: 363 

If you say through inference, what is inferred is the existence of 
fire universal occurring at the same time of the function of the 
ground i.e. the smoke, there we may ask, whether the existence 
of the universal of fire existing at the time of the function of the 
ground is different from the universal of fireness or identical. 

Text: 364 

tadyadi avyatiriktam; tadamrh purvopalabdhdstitvavisayamevdnuma- 
nam, kathamanadhigatdrthagantrvisesanamapdrthakarh na bhavet? 

Translation: 364 

If you say it is identical, then it is the inferential knowledge of the 
same object viz. the existence which was known before and in that 
case, how are you going to say that the qualification “which reveals 
the object which was not known before ’ 7 is not meaningless? 

Text: 365 

3121 xjcjfqersSFf, 3^qeW <H? 

atha vyatiriktam; tatkirh purvopalabdham, anupalabdharh va? 

Translation: 365 

If you say it is different, there also the question will arise, whether 
it was known before or not known at all. 

Text: 366 

Tjfe Hl-21 ^T5^ T T?TT2T T Rjf^?l'lU|q ) MM^^ | 
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yadi purvopalabdham; tadvisayatve ’numanasya nd 'nadhigatartha- 
gantrvisesanamupapadyate. 

Translation: 366 

If you hold that, it is known before, then to that inferential 
knowledge the qualification “which does not reveal the object which 
is known before” will not fit in. 

Text: 367 

3TS1 ddlRebcAi ^T? 

atha nopalabdham; tatkathamanumiyate jaladikalpam dhumena? 

Translation: 367 

Again if you say it is not known at all, and then the question will 
arise, how will you infer something like water on the basis of smoke? 

Text: 368 

3hJHHIctWcfUkl; 

atha lihgopasarjanatvamagnitvasamanyasya anumanat pratiyate; 

Translation: 368 
Clarification: 

What is inferred by the process of inference is the dependence of 
the universal of hreness on the ground viz. smoke. 

Text: 369 

3i fikcKH FT kd IA fWf, 3lf^ cTT? 

tallingopasarjanatvam agnitvasamanyad bhinnam, abhinnarh va? 

Translation: 369 
Reply: 

Here also the question may be asked, whether that dependency on 
the ground is different from the universal of hreness or identical? 
Text: 370 

^ WHIUARF^ H^fcT? 

yadyabhinnam; purvopalabdha'gnitvasamanyavisayameva anuma- 
narh katharh pramanyabhag bhavati? 

Translation: 370 

If you say it is identical, then the inferential knowledge will have 
the same content viz. the universal called hreness, which was known 
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before and in that case how such a cognition will be called authentic 
according to you? 

Text: 371 

fWf; cRj 3Tf^TT‘HlR'HH^il^u|ch|^l 3^rEnftct cfT, 

atha bhinnam; tad avinabhavisambandhagrahanakale lihgavyapa- 
katvena avadharitarh va, 

Translation: 371 

If however, if you say it is different, then at the time of knowledge 
of invariable concomitance, whether it was known at pervader of 
the ground or not? 

Text: 372 

d cjr? ZRJWftcFb ^smf^TcTTSlRi|Hd,H HH? 

na va? yadyavadharitam; kathamanadhigatarthavisayamanumanam? 

Translation: 372 

If you say it was known, then how can inferential knowledge of 
something which was not known before? 

Text: 373 

f^cni^chd f^r ^psrmM5f^r?W[? 

atha Uhgavydpakatvena[na]vagatam; tada tadvisayatve’numanasya 
parikalpyamane tribhuvanavedakatvam, dhumasya kinna parikal- 
pyate, sambandhabhava ’visesat? 

Translation: 373 

Again if you say that, it was not known, as the pervader of the 
ground, then if that is the object of inferential knowledge postulated 
by you, then why don’t you postulate that the knowledge of any 
probans will cause inferential knowledge of anything in the three 
worlds (the heaven, the earth, and the patala) because there is 
absence of the relationship of invariable concomitance common in 
all such cases. 


Text: 374 

3iar 3TffeRlFTFWf ffcT ddJKd^lH. 

3TfjfccWFTFWt ^HcilNeb^H 3PrerTf^T 3T, d cfT? 
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atha agnivyaktiparatantryamanumiyate dhumena agnitvasamanya- 
sya iti cet; tatparatantryam agnitvasamanyasya dhumavyapaka- 
tvena avadharitarh va, na va? 

Translation: 374 

If you say that dependence of the fire individual is being inferred 
on the basis of smoke of the universal called fireness, there also the 
question can be asked, whether the dependency of the universal 
called fireness, is already known as the pervader of the ground viz. 
the smoke or not. 

Text: 375 

Hlfddxf^Sd^TFFfl 

yadyavadharitam; punarapi grhitagrahitvarh nativarttate ’numanam. 

Translation: 375 

If you say it is already known, then again it cannot be avoided 
that an inferential knowledge is the revealer of something already 
known. 

Text: 376 

atha navadharitarh dhumavyapakatvena paratantryam agnisama- 
nyasya iti cet; kathamanumiyate ityuktarh purastat. 

Translation: 376 

If you say that the dependency of the universal viz. fireness is 
not known as the pervader of smoke, then how can it cause the 
knowledge of fire as it has already said above? 

[°i. ^isqiqlnHUHluq^iciH^l] 

[1. gotvadipratipadakatvena gosabdadindmaprdmdnyodghatanam.] 

Text: 377 

etena purvopalabdagotvadipratipadakatvena gosabdaderapramanya- 
mudghatitam. 
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Translation: 311 

Through this method of argumentation, it was shown that the word 
cow is not authentic, because, it causes the knowledge of cowness 
which was already known. 

Text: 318 

tadeva katham? 

Translation: 318 
Objection: 

How is that possible? 

Text: 319 

cf)SZf?T-f^j xH^-dil^u|chiellcjJ|d J lVcl|Slc||x|cjod d^qfaRddsfalddKcj dT 

kathyate-kirh sanketagrahanakalavagatagotvarthavacakatvarh tad- 
vyatiriktarthavacakatvarh va pratipadyate gosabdasya? 

Translation: 319 

Reply: Let me explain. Do you say that the word cow expresses 
cowness as its meaning which was already known at the time of 
knowing the relation between the word cow and the meaning of 
that word or do you say that the word cow expresses its meaning 
other than that cowness? 

Text: 380 

?T^T fdfeTT- 

aifcbKI^kcb^H *T bHrcIHKHIddfa I 

tadyadi sanketagrahanakaladhikaranagotvasvarupdvedakatvarh jegi- 
yate gosabdasya; tada viditarthakaravedakatvena na manatvamdsa- 
dayati gosabdah. 

Translation: 380 

If you say that you are narrating the fact that the word cow 
expresses the nature of cowness existent at the time of the existence 
of relation between the word cow and its meaning, then the word 
‘go’ does not acquire authenticity, because, it expresses the form of 
object which was already known. 
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Text: 381 

3T&T ^cTTaifehKI^kch^sfSrMFTTWM^fcT; c^T fwft 

cRTt^T: I 

atha veditarthakaravedakatve ’pi pramanyamavahati; tada anadhiga- 
tarthagantrvisesanasya visayo vaktavyah. 

Translation: 381 

If you say that even if the word ’go’ causes the knowledge of the form 
of object, which was already known, still it is authentic, then, you 
should tell us what is that which is referred to by the qualification, 
“which causes the knowledge of that, which was not known before”. 
Text: 382 

3T&T d^ciifdR^isjcjixichrcl^; ddldlh'H^d(f?r)?T wdkcl 

'WRkiKlWcflfaR'M d,Rc|K: I 

atha tadvyatiriktdrthavdcakatvam; tadammasahketa(ti)ta evarthah 
pratiyate gosabdat, tatasca svasiddhantapratitivirodho durnivarah. 

Translation: 382 

If you say that the word expresses its meaning, different from that, 
then it amounts to saying that from the word cow one understands a 
meaning, with which there is no relation of the word cow and in that 
case you cannot avoid the contradiction with the understanding of 
your own doctrine. 

Text: 383 

3?ar dVcJ^cllScJd^ rlcfc ciwft tmfeldAcI 3WH|UA|ebKU|(ur) 

^dillfskdhj ddUHIui) q I dddcll^IHt qTsrfqwfteur- 

cJtcff^rfrT: | 

atha gotvameva’vagamyate gosabdena iti cet; tatrdpi prapahci- 
tameva apramanyakarana(narh) grhitagrahitvam. tadapramanye 
na gotvavyavasthitih. tadanavasthito narthapattyadhikaranavyava- 
sthitih. 

Translation: 383 

If you say that one understands cowness from the word cow, there 
also we have already pointed out how the word cow becomes 
inauthentic, because it will cause the knowledge of something 
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which is already known and if the word cow become inauthentic 
the cowness cannot be established and once that cowness is not 
established, the section of the Purvamlmamsa Darsana dealing with 
arthapatti (pre-supposition or implication) cannot be said to be 
meaningful. 

[?. 3T8lfq^^eb^U|c^c|[^c^4Kebcc|'W |] 

[2. arthapatteradhikaranavyavasthityupapadakatvasya nisedhah.] 

Text: 384 

^frsfq" 3iarfqw iJcffcr«nftcTTfteDT- 

WriJIAH f^r, 3PJcrfftfeb^u|WcA||iH^? 

ito ’pi narthapattyadhikaranavyavasthitirupapadyate-kim arthapa- 
ttya purvavadharitadhikaranapratyayanarh kriyate, ahosvit apurva- 
dhikaranapratyayanam ? 

Translation: 384 

Also, on the basis of the following ground, the section dealing with 
the pre-supposition or implication cannot be settled: - Is it the case 
that, by the process of arthapatti one creates the understanding of 
the section which is already known or it causes the knowledge of 
the section which was not before? 

Text: 385 

FWfl 

tadyadi purvavadharitadhikaranaparyavasita ’ rthapattih; tada prati- 
paditarthapratipadakatvena na pramanam. 

Translation: 385 

If you say, that arthapatti terminates in the section which was 
known before, then it cannot be said to be authentic process, 
because, it causes the knowledge of that which is already known. 

Text: 386 

3TST ^ftu^i^cbccIH; ^1 efsRrfl 

atha adrstapindavedakatvam; tada gotvanyathanupapattya gajavaji- 
kalpanapi karya. 
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Translation: 386 

If you say, it causes the knowledge of the individual which was 
not known before, then if cowness does not fit into that, one may 
postulate horse or elephant also. 

Text: 387 

TJcfafcliRd'W 3TSifqWSdhk^ ffcT xtcfc clef 

<£jfalRdl^ci|RiR^ 3bdfdRrb cfT? 

atha purvavadharitasya iddmntanamastitvam arthapattya ’vastyate 
iti cet; tat iddmntanamastitvam purvadharitad vyatiriktam, avyati- 
riktarh va? 

Translation: 387 

If you say, the process called arthapatti helps in concluding the 
present existence of something which was known before, then 
question may arise, whether the present existence is different from 
the existence which was known before or identical? 

Text: 388 

dti^ciiRiRq^; ?T^T ^fq?llf^TTSlnfdMld4,^H cf?2mfqTl: mm 
ddRd? 

tadyadi avyatiriktam; tada purvavadharitarthapratipadakatvena 
katham arthapatteh pramanyarh vedavido vadanti? 

Translation: 388 

If you say, it is identical then how can the scholars of the Vedas 
(MTmamsakas) say that arthapatti is an independent process of 
knowing because, it causes the knowledge of something, which was 
already known? 

Text: 389 

3?ar 3TafRrf^;; efjSt dVdhd&|ld,MMVII Ud°ld^? ddJcfkd'^qWl dT 
HRIMR: T^^d'H^cfUfdMlRd^l ^TfVT 

atha arthantaram; katham gotvanyathanupapattyd pratiyate? tatpra- 
tityabhyupagame va gajavajivisayapi pratipattih syat ityasakrt prati- 
paditam. evarh ca sati yaduktam- 

Translation: 389 

If you say, it is different then how is it known by the process of 
implication without which the knowledge of cowness cannot be 
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explained and in spite of that you accept that knowledge, why not 
there should be knowledge of horse, elephant etc. from the word 
cow? We have repeatedly explained this before. 

Text: 390 

“^dldVddhfcdd [ScffiJcfToy.^y] 5% cT^sllcldPldhJ 

“idanintanamastitvam, nahi purvadhiyd gatam.” [slokavd-4-234] iti 
tad balavalgitam. 

Translation: 390 

In the light of this, when we look at the following statement (of the 
Slokavarttika , sutra 4, verse No. 234): “the present existence was 
not known by the earlier knowledge” is nothing more than a child’s 
quibbling. 

[?. 5T^l5lHHH|Ud^ugH^ ^xpp^l] 

[pratyabhijndnaprdmdnyakhandanasya sucanam.] 

Text: 391 

mm ^RdcijRI 

etena pratyabhijndnasydpi pramanyarh pratyuktarh veditavyam. 

Translation: 391 

By this very argument, the authenticity of “recollection” is to be 
noted as rejected. 

0.4 cTT&IHId'HHd'W 5FTNM5TWT qffeTTI 

[tathagatasammatasya pramanalaksanasya panksa.J 

(Refutation of the definition of pramana as accepted by the 

Buddhists) 

[1. anadhigatdrthddhigantrtveti visesanasyaparthakatvapradarsanam. 

Text: 392 

cTSTT, cTT&IHIdHHft 3Rf^ncTTsJ^f^^UH4|sJcf^ 

tatha, tathagatanamapi anadhigatdrthagantrvisesanamapdrthakam 
apohyajndndsambhavat. 
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Translation: 392 

In the same way, the qualifying clause, “which reveals something 
which is not known before” in the general definition of pramana as 
offered by the Buddhists, is also purposeless because it is impossible 
to show something which can be excluded. 

Text: 393 

TcT:, q 

^cfeRTWl fhH^^£hR5lHvjHH9lRhci|^chldLI 

nahi purvaparakalabhavini vijnane ekavisaye stah, na svalaksanaika- 
visaye, na samanyaikavisaye, svalaksanasya abhinnaikasvabhavasya 
kramavrttyanekavijndnajananasaktivyatirekdt. 

Translation: 393 

It is not the case that two cognitions arising in a sequence (the 
later being caused by the former) have one and the same object, 
as their content. It is also not the case that both the knowledges 
have only svalaksana (a particular free from all characterizations) 
as their content. 

Nor is it the case, that both the knowledges have samanyalaksana 
(a series of particulars) as their content, because, a svalaksana does 
not have the capacity to generate many cognitions in a sequence, 
being totally identical in nature. 

Text: 394 
3T&T 

atha yugapadekavisayotpanna ’nekavijnanapanoddrtham; 

Translation: 394 
Clarification: 

We are saying so, in order to exclude the possibility of arising of 
many cognitions simultaneously, caused by one and the same object. 

Text: 395 

3WH|UA|HN*fMd I 

tadapyayuktam; eka-visayotpannanekapurusasamvedanasya apra- 
manyamapampadyeta. 
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Translation: 395 
Reply: 

This is also not proper, because, this position will lead to 
inauthenticity of experiences of many people, caused by one and 
the same object. 

Text: 396 

3TS1 dd^dybR; R WTF^T 

TT %TmfTcT, Hl^cb ftsTFT dTT WFRF'WRI 

atha sdmdnyaikavisayanekavijndndpanoddrtharh visesanamupadi- 
yate; tadapyayuktam; na samanye ekarh vijnanamasti, napyane- 
karh vijnanam tasya svayamasambhavat. 

Translation: 396 

If you say that the qualifying clause “which causes the knowledge of 
that which is not known before” is added in the definition in order 
to exclude the possibility of many knowledges in which the samanya 
alone is the content. This is also improper, because, in your series 
of particulars, it is not the case that there is only one knowledge. 
Nor it is the case that there are many knowledges because by itself 
it is impossible. 

Text: 397 

'^TFTF^fcm RsIHR' wfa«fr4^c|^|^4*hc±|: | 

tadakaravirahe ‘samanyavisayarh vijnanam’ iti pratikarmavyavas- 
thaheturvaktavyah. 

Translation: 397 

If there is no form, in that then when we say this knowledge in 
“which series of particulars is the content” you should point out 
how to establish one-is-to-one relationship. 

Text: 398 

ddl<bl'! dT 'Hdkhdl, 3RTTl^cfWRTcn^R^f TT sIFTTRTft^^RRf: I 

tadakare vd samanyasya sadatmata, atattvikdkdrdtaddtmye va jna- 
natattvikatvaprasangah. 
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Translation: 398 

If you say there is a form, then the series of particulars (which is 
unreal according to you) will become real or if you say that there is 
identity with the false form then it will make the knowledge itself 
as unreal. 

Text: 399 

■fep, Wfppzf hdxfhHdl: IPTMFcT^iT^fl cP? 

kinca, ekavisaye pravarttamanayoh ekasyd'prdmdnyam, pramana- 
ntaratvdbhdvo va? 

Translation: 399 

Moreover, out of the two knowledges referring to one object, one is 
not authentic or do you want to say, that it cannot be the object of 
another knowledge. 

Text: 400 

3PTFTTWf; dd^bhi ft: WHIUAWWHIwj cp 

tadyadi apramanyam; tadayuktam; avisistaikarthagrhitirupatve 
ubhayoh prdmdnyamaprdmdnyarh va vikalpanupapatteh, vikalpe 
badhakavisayotpanna’nekapurusavijndnabhedaprasangah. 

Translation: 400 

If you say it is not authentic, it is not proper, because, if both 
have revealed one and the same object and not distinct ones, then 
either both are authentic or both are false. There is no other 
alternative and if you say that there is alternative, there will arise 
the contingency of distinguishing knowledges of different persons 
caused by contradictory objects. 

Text: 401 

3T8TT5WHlulled; dd^MMdhj cpfyp- 

dFTkd 3TT^t 3h<hKHHkcjh? 

atha ’pramanantaratvam; tadapyanupapannam; kimekavisayotpadi- 
tdnekapratyaksadijndndndrh vyaktinanatvarh nopapadyate, aho aka- 
randndtvam ? 
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Translation: 401 

If you say it will be a different knowledge that also is not proper. 
There the question arises, is it the fact that the knowledges such 
as perception, caused by one object, cannot be treated as different 
knowledges or one will have to treat plurality of forms in those 
knowledges? 

Text: 402 

oi|G mH id d dlddlfd; d^Tdj ^d1dVMlRdl^dd1dldldR:dHHi 

oi|RhHHI<tf<#TT^I 

tadyadi vyaktinanatvarh na jaghatiti; tadasat; ekamlotpaditane- 
kanildlokavijndndndrh vyaktindndtvadarsandt. 

Translation: 402 

If you say the plurality of knowledges is not possible, it is not true, 
because it is our experience that many knowledges of light of blue 
thing produced by one blue thing are many in number. 

Text: 403 

3T2T3b|cMcbKdl dddybd,; dldldlcbRsIHHIT 

athanekakarata nopapadyate; tadayuktam; mldlokavijndndnam 
anekakarakatvadarsanat. 

Translation: 403 

If you say, multiformedness of knowledges is not justifiable, that also 
is not proper, because we do find many forms in the knowledges of 
light of a blue thing. 

Text: 404 

d ^ ddyMIddl HldWM-dlfcd, ^dkhddl ^-cmdjhHIdJ 

na ca tadutpadako mlaprapancah asti, ekatmataya svayamanupagamat. 

Translation: 404 

There are not many blue things which would have produced those 
knowledges because, blue thing being one cannot be said to be 
present consecutively in all knowledges. 

Text: 405 
3T2T Tjctftmd 

atha ekavisayatve pratyaksanumanavyapadesdnupapatti; 
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Translation: 405 
Objection: 

Well, if the object is only one, how can we refer to the knowledges 
of the object as perceptual knowledge, inferential knowledge etc.? 

Text: 406 

dddddybR; f^cbKUicMdVH | ZT&1T 

dxIplHIdi [dcidxlRsIHHi] ^cKdlRsIH- 

cT^rfbl 

tadetadayuktam; bhinnakaranakaryatvena vyapadesyopa]desopa)- 
patteh. yatha ekamlotpannanekadevadattajndndndrh bhinnakarana- 
karyatvena [devadattavijndndndrh] bhinnakarttrkaryatvena devada- 
ttadijndnavyapadesah tathehapi. 

Translation: 406 
Reply: 

This is not correct, because it is possible to justify the reference of 
knowledges of one object, by different names on the basis of different 
sets of cause-and-effect relationship as knowledges produced by one 
blue thing to many persons called Devadatta are referred to as 
knowledges of Devadatta, on the basis of effects being produced by 
different agents, in terms of different cause-and-effect relationships, 
in the same way here also, references to different knowledges of the 
object can be made. 

WHIUldSlUhKilfCl pRRT:l] 

[2. avisarhvddijndnamityasya pramdnalaksanasydpi nirasah.] 

Text: 407 

sfFPf [hhiuidlo 7 .°\] WHIUHRrcSTfcTI 

anye tu “avisarhvadi jnanam ” [pramanava. 2.1] pramanamabhidadhati. 

Translation: 407 

Other (Dharmaklrti etc.) however say that knowledge which 
corroborates its content is called pramana. 

Text: 408 

cffrsdhRu'dldlST: - fefj ZTSi Ici|d#fcfcdR, WRIK^dd cfT Hiaj— 

vlRTdT cfT, WcfkHHIs? trfcf hc|xfehd cfT, 3TSWN<hd PT? 
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ko ’yamavisarhvadarthah - kirn yathavyavasthitarthagrhititvam, 
badha- rahitatvarh va pratiyamandrthajanyatd va, 
pratiyamanartharh prati pravarttakatvarh va, arthaprapakatvarh va? 

Translation: 408 

Here we would like to raise the following questions with regard to 
the meaning of the term “which corroborates”, (i) Does it mean 
revealing the object as it is? (ii) Or does it mean being devoid of 
contradiction? (iii) Or does it mean the state of being produced by 
the object which appears in the knowledge? (iv) Or does it mean 
the state of inducing the knower towards the object which has been 
known? (v) Or does it mean the state of causing the knower to get 
the object which was shown by the knowledge? 

Text: 409 

?T&||cjfcjf^lcTTepj#fdccjqj 

tadyadi yathavyavasthitarthagrhititvam; tada ’numdnajhdnam(ne) 
nopapadyate. 

Translation: 409 

If you say does it mean revealing the object as it is? Then, it is not 
possible in the inferential knowledge. 

Text: 410 

3T2T WTSTRftcTcTT; cKUhJHHsIbl 

atha badharahitatvam; tadapyanumanajhane nopapadyate. 

Translation: 410 

If you say does it mean being devoid of contradiction? That also is 
not possible in the inferential knowledge. 

Text: 411 

3T2T HcflilHHiai'TcLIItlccIH.; HtWSTcI, 'HHHJIebK'W vjHehcd- 

anffrl H2JT, bclkhVMId^ 

WTa4oi|^cbl^l cTSTT, dlRtkdSbFq' xr PcftWTTShlRkTT *T 
cddldlSHHIdh^vjHchccjlT, cfT 31cff?TT5dHlddl 

atha pratiyamanarthotpadyatvam; tadapyanumanajnanasya nopa¬ 
padyate, samanyakarasya janakatvavyavrtteh. tatha, ragadisamve- 
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danasyapyavabhatarthotpadyatvarh nopapadyate, svatmotpadane 
samarthyavyatirekat. tatha, yogipratyaksasya ca pratiyamanartha- 
janyata na sambhavati vyatita’ndgatayorajanakatvdt, janakatve va 
atztd’ndgatata hiyate. 

Translation: ^11 

If you say, does it mean the state of being produced by the object 
which appears in the knowledge? Then this also is not possible 
in the case of inferential knowledge, because, a universal form is 
excluded from the producer, in the same way it is not possible to 
explain how the knowledge of attachment etc. is not produced by 
the object which appeared in the knowledge, because, they do not 
have the capacity to produce itself. In the same way, the perception 
of a yogin is not produced by the object which appeared in the 
knowledge, because, a past object and a future object cannot be 
the producer of knowledge and if you consider them as producer of 
knowledge, then those objects cannot be called as past and future 
objects. 

Text: 412 

3T&T MdkHHiaf dfd ycidVKcHRbiclldlST:; fcfWIWTPTTft Wckfebd 

fefch ddrf^, d d dr? aRkicii^sf^ri wrtdWFfsft 

WT?1 d - ddrffi CRTfd fddTdTfd RTdfl 

atha pratiyamanartharh prati pravartakatvamavisarhvdddrthah; tad 
viparyayajndnasyapi pravarttakatvam vidyate. viparitotpannodaka- 
buddhih pravarttate, na ca tasya avisarhvado ’sti. satyodakajnane 'pi 
jate na pravarttate kenapi hetuna, tadapi visarhvadi syat. 

Translation: 412 

If you say, does it mean the state of inducing the knower towards 
the object which has been known? Then as a matter of fact, a 
false knowledge also produces inducement. A person who got the 
false knowledge of water does take up activity of going forward at 
that time his knowledge cannot be called false and sometimes even 
if there is knowledge of true water, still he doesn’t take activity 
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of going forward because of some reason. But according to your 
definition of pramana, even this knowledge will become false. 

Text: 413 

3T2f 3T8jWNebcc|R'Hc|K:, cblSmicTTSJWNcbccIH, 
duMiidldk^yMicbd cfj, 'M^KcbssJwNebd dT, 3?ar ^ftcq^wiWMf 
P^TfclccFTfcRTcn^:? 

atha arthaprapakatvavisarhvadah, tatra kim-arthamatraprapaka- 
tvam, aho avabhatarthaprapakatvam, tajjatiyodakaprapakatvarh va, 
svotpadaka ’rthaprapakatvarh va, atha svotpadakakdrakdndrh dhruva- 
bhavitvamavisamvadah ? 

Translation: 413 

If you say, does it mean the state of causing the knower to get 
the object which was shown by the knowledge? There we would 
like to ask, does it mean the state of causing the obtainment of 
mere object? Or does it mean the state of causing the obtainment 
of object which appeared in the knowledge? Or does it mean the 
state of causing the obtainment of water belonging to that class? 
Or does it mean the state of causing the obtainment of object which 
causes the knowledge? Or does the corroboration mean occurrence 
of definite number of causal factors which produce the knowledge? 
Text: 414 

3TSJhldUN4KcJT; 3lRK-MlR^T 3T1WTI 

yadi arthamatraprapakatvam; kesondukendudvayasarhvedanasyapi 
avisarhvaditvam apadyate. 

Translation: 414 

If you say, does it mean revealing the object as it is? Then, the 
knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a 
person who comes into the shade from the sun, and the knowledge 
of two moons, should also be called two cognitions. 

Text: 4Id 

3T2T 3lR>Hc||Rd d’ 3iddl?1T- 

sifsUN4Kc||dj ft ^HHhdlcbklsTdTfd', d - Wt dFdtf WWfMlcfl 

cT2JT, dffWH^T 31d°ldHHIdlsf kldyqWT 3TsJwNebd *Tfiucfl 
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atha avabhatarthaprapakatvam; tada anumdnajndnasya avisarhvadi- 
tvarh na labhyate avabhatartha ’prapakatvat. anumdnajnane hi sama- 
nyakaro ’ vabhati, na casau prapyate svayamasattvat. tatha, yogijna- 
nasya atitanagatarthe samutpannasya arthaprapakatvarh na vidyate. 

Translation: 415 

If you say, does it mean being devoid of contradiction? Then even 
the inferential knowledge, cannot be said to be a valid knowledge, 
because, it does not cause the obtainment of object, which appeared 
in the knowledge, because in the inferential knowledge, what 
appears is the universal form and that is never obtained because 
it itself has no existence. In the same way, the knowledge of past 
and future objects of a yogin cannot be said to be causing the 
obtainment of its object. 

Text: ^16 

cTSTT, ^11% *T 3TTHId4HllfclllftKltdl cTSIT, ftfTFf 

dT5WcTT21tllfH4ftd, §lfu|c|x^d SbFciftcTcdTtfl 

tatha, ragadisarhvedane ’pi jate na avabhataragadipraptirasti. tatha, 
pratyakse’pi vijnane nd’vabhatdrthapraptirasti, ksanikatvena asta- 
mitatvdt. 

Translation: 416 

Likewise, even after the awareness of attachment, there is no 
obtainment of attachment which appeared in the knowledge. In the 
same way, even in a perceptual cognition, there is no obtainment of 
object which appeared in the cognition, because, that object being 
momentary, is no more present in the next moment. 

Text: 417 

3T&T dvrolldlAikebW3Tf^nferg^; dbdybT; 

atha tajjatiyodakaprapakatvena avisarhvaditvamucyate; tadayuktam; 
udakatvajaterabhavat. 

Translation: 417 

If you say that knowledge is called corroborative, because it causes 
the obtainment of water belonging to the same class, it is not proper, 
because there is nothing called a generic property called waterness. 
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Text: 418 
3TST 

atha anudakatvavyavrttirjatirityucyate; 

Translation: 418 
Clarification: 

Well, the generic property viz. waterness according to us is the 
exclusion of that which is not water. 

Text: 419 

TP v^cjocijfih^Sc^fdRrbl, ^TfcrfebT cp? 

sa udakavyaktibhyo’vyatirikta, vyatirikta va? 

Translation: 419 
Reply: 

There we may raise the following questions: Is that universal 
or generic property identical with the water individual? Or is it 
different from that? 

Text: 420 

cilfq^ci P vjTTfcT: | 

yadyavyatirikta; tada vyaktireva na jatih. 

Translation: 420 

If you say that it is identical, then there is only individual and there 
is no universal or generic property. 

Text: 421 

3T2T cilfdRqq; pp cbFg*p, SRirg-tp PT? 

atha vyatirikta; sa vastubhuta, avastubhuta va? 

Translation: 421 

If you say that it is different, then the question arises, whether it is 
real or unreal? 

Text: 422 

pfp PTg'P; 3RiJ^d£lPl: I 

yadi vastubhuta; abhyupetahanih. 
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Translation: 422 

If you say it is real, then it goes against the accepted position of 
your doctrine. 

Text: 422 

3T&T 3TcR^p; TTdjTfp: cfjaFf? 

atha avastubhuta; tadgatih katham? 

Translation: 422 

If you say it is not unreal, then how do you know it? 

Text: 423 

rr vdsjchcii^Qni pap % pPptwtI crap Pi^Rd %pfpcpppp$i- 

eTOTTf^PT^I 

na ca udakavyaktmarh nanatvamupapadyate. yatha ca nopapadyate 
tatha niveditarh naiyayikapratyaksalaksanadhikdre. 

Translation: 423 

It cannot be justified that water individuals are many in number. 
We have already demonstrated in the section discussing the 
definition of perception as proposed by the Naiyayikas how the 
plurality of water individuals is not possible. 

Text: 424 

3TS1 ^ | <4, TSfy | q 4 kcH foRTcf | dddrbhj 

atha svotpadakdrthaprdpakatvamavisarhvddakatvam; tadayuktam; 
nayanalokamanaskaradeh pratyastamitatvat. 

Translation: 424 

If you say, a true cognition is that which causes the obtainment of 
an object which is produced by that object, it will not be correct, 
because the factors like eyes, light, mind etc. are no longer there (in 
function). 

Text: 425 

3T&r ^WppPpNWP gPPTfdWf 3iRbMld'hdd‘ 1 TPr PPHIcWbl^ldj 

§£THlRchKU||f2l>Hc|ldlsf^r, 3FPSP 3TTP^PFKPRWTcfl 
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atha svotpadakakarakanarh dhruvabhavitvam avisarhvadastadabhave 
tadabhavaprasangat; yadyevarh kesondukavijnanasyapi dhruva- 
bhavikdranavisamvado ’sti, anyatha akasmikatvaprasangat. 

Translation: 425 

If you say, that the correctness of a cognition is nothing but the 
causal factors which produce the cognition being constant, because 
otherwise in the absence of that there will absence of the cognition. 
If you say so then, the factors which produce the knowledge of 
thread-like things which a person sees when he comes from the 
Sun, are also constant and therefore such a knowledge will also 
be called veridical, otherwise, such a cognition will be treated as 
without cause. 

Text: 426 

7 $ x||ci|cj[^ “d mRRkI hcixfHH'lsSlfphdldi RK-Mlid” 

ffcT dsilclRclRlddJ 

evarh cavyavasthite yaduktam - “na hyabhyamartharh paricchidya 
pravarttamano 'rthakriydydrh visarhvadyate ” iti tadbalavilasitam. 

Translation: 426 

When the fact is like this, your statement viz. “after determining the 
object by these two when a person takes up an action to obtain it 
his behaviour is frustrated” is nothing but fanciful ideas of children. 
?. 'dldd'MHdldl PblUdJ 

[3. saugatasammataya mdnameyasarhkhydyd nirasanam.] 

Text: 427 

'dlddhrl 

tatha, mdnameyasamkhyapi saugatamate nopapadyate. 

Translation: 427 

In the same way, the number of pramanas (processes of knowing) 
and prameya (objects of knowing knowledge) as accepted by the 
Buddhists cannot be justified. 


Text: 428 

d^cf cfjapf? 9i ^Tcf d HHkd^lbdl df^sid fcj> 

3TTcfjR^T, fdWfdd cTT? 
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tadeva katham? kathyate-dve eva pramane na manantaramasti. 
taddvitvarh kirn vyaktibhedena, akarabhedena, visayabhedena va? 

Translation: 428 

How is that? The following is the answer: 

They say there are only two types of pramana and there is no other 
type. There we would like to ask, you say there are two, does it 
mean there are two different individuals or there are two because 
their forms are different or they are two because their objects are 
different? 

Text: 429 

^ czrf^p^T; CRT 3wR'H'is£kld 5lHoikQHHHMTA||^ - tecT^T-lfd: I 

yadi vyaktibhedena; tada aparisarhkhyeyatvarh jndnavyaktmdmdna- 
ntyad - dvitvanupapattih. 

Translation: 429 

If you say, there are two different individuals, then they should 
be innumerable in number, because there are infinite number of 
knowledge individuals and therefore you cannot maintain that they 
are only two. 

Text: 430 
H xT sIHHi ^SfTcT; 

na ca jnananarh bhedo ’sti; 

Translation: 430 
Clarification: 

There is no difference amongst knowledges. 

Text: 431 

3RTRTf^(fR)flFi fTHRRRT %JrT, RST pRdTT-fR HTHTHTcHTT 

3TTRRFcT^T R? flkWTRRT f*racT; dd H H led 
RTR^TI 

ajndnadvi(ddhi)jndnarh jndndtmataya bhidyate, jnanantarattu 
katham nivartate-kim, jnanatmataya akarantarena va? yadi 
jndndkdrataya bhidyate; tada anyesam ajndndtmakatvaprasangah, 
rasaderiva. 
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Translation: 431 
Reply: 

Knowledge is distinguished from non-knowledge as knowledge but 
how one knowledge can be distinguished from another knowledge? 
Is it distinguished as knowledge or as some other form? 

Text: 432 

3TST 3WRFd^T cilldxW; cRT 3l5lHI<^dl RRT vkM^, 

atha akarantarena vyavarttate; tada ajndnatmata tasya utpadyate, 
rasaderiva. 

Translation: 432 

If you say it is distinguished by another form of knowledge, then 
knowledges will become non-knowledge, like taste etc. 

Text: 433 
3RT 

atha akarabhede jnanayorbhedah; so’pyanupapanna eva; 

Translation: 433 

If you say the two knowledges become different, because they have 
two different forms, it is also not justifiable. 

Text: 434 

WdTcf)RcZ#^pui PRT^Id.hHd'HfcbKkd^hRdl cRWf cfT fTFWRfpy?: 
RTTcfl *T ^ fTFRR dRRlfHdkhdKdldJ 

jndndkaravyatirekena pratyaksdnumanayorndkarantaramasti. tadu- 
pagame va jndnakaravirahah syat. na ca akarasamuhatmakarh 
jnanam, tasyabhinnatmakatvat. 

Translation: 434 

Because perceptual knowledge and inferential knowledge do not 
have any other form, other than the form of knowledge and if you 
accept that, it means that there is no form. It is not the case that 
the knowledge is of the form of collection of forms, because in that 
case it will become identical. 


Text: 434a 

3TS1 fWT^T tftwJRKRl; cTSTTSjHHsIH'W fwpafr dffkP: - 
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atha visayabhedena dvaividhyamupapadyate; tatha’numanajnanasya 
visayartho vaktavyah - 

Translation: 434 a 

If you explain two knowledges viz. perceptual knowledge and 
inferential knowledge on the basis of the difference between their 
objects, then you should tell us what could be the object of an 
inferential knowledge. 

Text: 435 

p||2foii dT, ^dt?Tfwi cJT? 

kirn agnyadisvalaksanavisayam, vidyamdnasdmanyavisayam, apara- 
marthikasamanyavisayarh vd, nirvisayarh vd, svarhsavisayarh vd? 

Translation: 435 

Is inferential knowledge, knowledge of svalaksana (mere 
particular), or of fire, or is it a knowledge of existent series 
of particulars or is it a knowledge of unreal universal, or is it a 
knowledge without content or is it a knowledge in which part of 
itself is the object? 

Text: 436 

yadi agnyadisvalaksanavisayam; tada pratyaksanumanayoh bheda- 
nupapattih, abhinnavisayatvat. 

Translation: 436 

If you say inferential knowledge, is knowledge of svalaksana (mere 
particular) of fire, then there will be no difference in perceptual 
knowledge and inferential knowledge, because in both the cases the 
object will be the same. 

Text: 437 

3TST 3hd,hlPl^ sTFl 3TfjPTbI Hcfkcl, d|U|fRR?j^khdi|l Wcfl^lcl; 

atha anumanike jnane agnimatrarh pratiyate, pratyakse tu tarnadi- 
visesatmataya pratiyate; 
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Translation: 437 
Clarification: 

In the inferential knowledge, mere fire is known, whereas, in the 
perceptual knowledge the specific fire produced from specific things, 
such as grass etc. is known. 

Text: 438 

^cfeT§TTJTftrw4 HlRlclxW 3PfTTddd dfd W4m \I 

yadyevarh svalaksanavisayatvam nativarttate anumanasya yadi 
nama vahnereva prapancata. 

Translation: 438 

Reply: If it is so, still the inferential knowledge cannot be said to 
be the knowledge of svalaksana, if you are talking about fire alone. 

Text: 439 

3TST cTShfd Pdd$1ld,dlddH r OIHUW TdcRfW- 

'hMecllcfl d - d' f%TdfdWTtWT?l, Pkd^d dRdKdTddWb- 

I d' ^ ^TFTF^fdW^ 'SlFdRlWRfl lPd^ut|S^F^?JcT: FdT" 
ffcl d - c|*ci|RI 

atha satsamanyavisayatvam tathapi pratyaksanumanayorna bhedo 
sti, samanyasya svalaksanarupatvat. na ca satsamanyasya vijnana- 
visayatopapadyate, nityatvena janakatvakararpakatvanupapatteh. na 
ca satsamanyavisayatve bhrantatopapadyate. u bhrdntirapyartha- 
sambandhatah prama” iti na vaktavyam. 

Translation: 439 

If you say that it is knowledge of existent series of particulars of fire, 
still there will be no difference between a perceptual knowledge 
and inferential knowledge, because universal according to you, is 
nothing but a series of particulars. (Moreover) if that universal is 
real, then also it cannot be said to be the object of knowledge, 
because since universal is accepted as permanent, it cannot have 
the capacity to offer the form of being a producer of that knowledge 
(in other words a permanent cannot cause its knowledge). Again, 
if that universal is real, the knowledge cannot be treated as unreal. 
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You should also not say “it is illusory at the same time veridical 
because of its relationship with an object”. 

Text: 440 

3T2T d 3R1TT: RR R)£HHcc||clJ d 

^ SRR fdWM trfdWl, vjHchrcj|554)KIM4)^oi|jd^|^| 

atha asatsamanyavisayam; na tarhi tasya bhrantata asatah svena 
rupena vidyamanatvdt. na ca asad visayabhavarh pratipadyate, 
janakatvd”kardrpakatvavyatirekat. 

Translation: 440 

If you say that, the inferential knowledge has unreal universal as its 
content, then it cannot be called a false knowledge, because, in that 
knowledge a false entity appears in its own form, viz. a false entity. 
Nor it is the case, that one understands absence of content in that 
knowledge, because, in that case, it cannot be said that, that object 
has produced that inferential knowledge. 

Text: 441 

3T^rfcf^P cJT cN-cjycJlN-13-:, drtJ'Hrfil ^ I 

avyatireke va vastutvaprasahgah, tatprasaktau ca pratyaksanuma- 
nayorbhedanupapattih. 

Translation: 441 

If you say it is identical, then the content will become real and if 
that becomes real, there will be no difference between a perceptual 
knowledge and inferential knowledge. 

Text: 44% 

3T&T fdfcFf; d crft 

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi manayorbhedo ’sti, anumdnajnanasya 
visaya ’sambhavat. 

Translation: 442 

If you maintain that inferential knowledge is without content, 
then there is no difference between the two knowledges viz. the 
perceptual knowledge and inferential knowledge, because, there is 
no object left for the inferential knowledge. 
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Text: 443 

^Tlfcr ¥FdcTT Plfcl?cn^ri F ^ fTFR^T T^fxTFTT^I ¥Fd?1T 3PJFdc1T ^ 
Wra?T, q^T£THcT?TTr[| 

napi bhrantata nirvisayatvadeva. na ca jnanasya svasattamatrena 
bhrantata abhrantata ca upapadyate, kintu paropadhanavasat. 

Translation: 443 

Nor can such inferential knowledge be called a false knowledge, 
because there is no content in that. It is not the case that by mere 
being into existence, knowledge can be called false or true. But, it 
is to be decided on the basis of something else. 

Text: 444 

3T&T FdtSTfdWf; cTSITft FHWb ^3Wt\: F 

¥FddT ^rt?lW5cj«Hlcfl 

atha svarhsavisayam; tathapi pratyaksanumanayorna nanatvam, 
ubhayoh svalaksanavisayatvat. na cdnumdnajnanasya bhrantata 
svarhsasya ’vancanat. 

Translation: 444 

If you say that, the inferential knowledge has a part of knowledge as 
its content, still, the perceptual knowledge cannot be distinguished 
from inferential knowledge, because, both have svalaksana (mere 
particulars) as their content. It cannot be said that an inferential 
knowledge is false knowledge, because it cannot betray its own part. 

Text: 445 

nan fwfr - fefc cfT? 

tatha pratyaksasyapi visayo vaktavyah - kirn rupadisvalaksana- 
visayam, atmavisayam, ubhayavisayarh va? 

Translation: 445 

In the same way, you should also tell us what can be the object of 
perceptual cognition? Is that object mere particular like color etc. 
or is that content the cognition itself or both? 

Text: 445 

kNlRhldldHdkt; dddybhj dddcHIdl ^d^kil’TFTl^l 3T21 5 IHHM- 
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tadyadi rupadimatralocakarh; tadayuktam; tadanavagatau etad- 
gatyabhavat. atha jndnamdtrakdydvagahakam; tadapi nopapa- dyate, 
visayabhavasya janakatvd”kdrarpakatvena vyavasthiteh. 

Translation: 446 

If you say, it is the indeterminate perception in which mere color etc. 
appear it will not be proper, because, in an indeterminate cognition 
the content cannot be known, and if that is not known, that will 
not be the knowledge of color etc. 

Text: 447 

d d kdkhPl vjHdKcHIcbKNdKcj fwft ffdfd, 

zrap wMw cm, dTdd ?rs^n dfr d 

3ikhhldhkhfflcf fddkf; ddTSjhl^ddlkd tkdaUd.hHd'l'Hdld.MMRi: I 

na ca svdtmani janakatvamakdrarpakatvarh copapadyate-visayina- 
mapeksya visayo bhavati, yatha karanamapeksya karyarh, karya- 
ncapeksya kdranarh tathehapi. yadi ca pratyaksajnanena atmamatra- 
matmasat kriyate; tadd’numanepyetadasti pratyaksdnumdna- 
yorbhedanupapattih. 

Translation: 447 

If you say, perceptual cognition reveals merely its own form viz. the 
perceptual cognition then it is also not satisfactory, because, the 
presence of the content of cognition is decided as that which offers 
the form of being the producer. If the content is its own form, this 
idea of offering the form of being the cause or producer, does not fit 
in, because something is called content only in terms of the container 
i.e. the cognition. As something is called effect in terms of its cause, 
so also something is called in relation to its effect. The same logic is 
applicable here also. If you say that by a perceptual cognition mere 
perceptual cognition is included then this is possible also in the case 
of an inferential cognition and in that case there will no difference 
between a perceptual cognition and inferential cognition. 


Text: 448 

3T&fm fcMtfpfcdcl; ^IdcFdTd 

dkdTcfl 
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atha ubhayarh visayikriyate; tadapyayuktam; ekopalambhasya dviti- 
yakarapariharena vyavasthitatvat. 

Translation: 448 

If you say both i.e. the content as well as its own form are made the 
content of a perceptual cognition, that would also not be proper, 
because, knowledge of one is decided (in your doctrine) by excluding 
the other form. 

Text: 44 9 

dfp P CRT 5lH*>4dl, glH'KI dT 

^qrscqcR®|Ncbcc|^l d - P PdPP 3TTdPddP P?PFT: I 

yadi ca rupagrhitireva jnanagrhitih; tada rupasya jndnarupata, 
jnanasya va ruparupata, rupagrhiterva rupa’vyavasthapakatvam. na 
ca ekasya akaradvayarh pasyamah. 

Translation: 449 

If you say that the perception of color etc. itself is perception of 
cognition, then one will have to decide whether the color is of 
the form of cognition, or the cognition is of the form of color, or 
cognition of color cannot decide color. This is not our experience 
that one object has two forms. 

Text: 4&0 

p p fkdTPPiw(w)ftnlwTcfi pppst itipp; 3Tmr[p hi^hh 

ftwrfcn nap, 3id,dldd(M 3PnTTdWTdrTcg5P^PPTP^, P 5PP5T sllddd- 
stllddfdl PP ^dP*bd|cdd£IPd,4Mfd: I 

na ca dvitvavadhdrand(na)mihopapadyate. pratyaksam jnanarn 
atmanarh grhnadupajayate nanumanarh visayayati. tatha, anuma- 
namapi dtmdnamdtmasdtkurvadupajdyate, na pratyaksam jnanama- 
vadyotayati. evarh dvitvasarhkhydvyavahdrdnupapattih. 

Translation: 450 

(Moreover), it is not possible to know this duality. The perceptual 
cognition arises through revealing its own form, but it cannot make 
inferential cognition as its content. Similarly, inferential cognition 
also arises by making its own form as its content, but not the 
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perceptual cognition as its content and therefore referring to them 
as “two” cannot be justified. 

Text: 4^1 

3T2T Rebo-tH 9RJTWRWftfcf icf; 

atha vikalpena dvayavadharanamiti cet; 

Translation: 451 
Clarification: 

They are called two alternatively and not “simultaneously”. 

Text: 452 

dddrbbj 3RMfP pnfcTI PT 3Rdj)d£HRI 

dd^MMxil rr $ T^lf?f vd^^dTI 

tadayuktam; asavapi atmasarhvedanaparyavasitatvanna dvayarh 
grhnati. grahane va abhyupetahanam. tadanupapattau ca dve eveti 
jadacestitam. 

Translation: 452 
Reply: 

This is also not proper, because, that two is accepted (by you) as 
revealing one’s own form and hence cause the knowledge of duality. 
Granting that it causes the knowledge of duality, it will amount in 
giving up something which was already accepted and once that is 
demonstrated as impossible then to claim that the pramanas are 
two only, will be nothing more than an attempt of any insentient 
object. 

0.5 # r TcRFPcFPT 

saugatasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya panksa 

Critical examination of the definition of perception of the 

Buddhists. 

Text: 453 

?T&TT, “PoPST doeMHISPfeP'PFdR” [-dldR.Ttf] ffcl d ebcdHN'W- 

TTFP 3tPtUTSrf^‘ 1 Tnd;i 

tatha, “pratyaksarh kalpana'podhamabhrantam” [Nydyabi.l.4] iti na 
vaktavyam, kalpanapodhapadasya apohyarthasambhavat. 
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Translation: 453 

Moreover, you should not define a perceptual cognition such as “a 
perceptual cognition is that which is non-illusory and which is free 
from mental construction” (. Nyayabindu 1.4) because which is free 
from mental construction, has nothing to exclude. 

Text: 454 
^ cf5eq% 31%rT; 

nanu kalpanaiva apohya; 

Translation: 454 
Objection: 

If we say, the mental construction itself is to be excluded then? 

Text: 455 

fol cheMHI - fcf> yuixlelHvjIkillRR^'luiVMlRd ftsTFT ^MT, 3TT^t 

f%FT cheMHI, IRjfcRod cfj, cfT, 3lf^elN'H'n4Pl‘fiM cfj, 

3Tf^dNc|dl hdlRldf cbeMHI, 3hRieiebKI cfT, 3THTl^bT21^1fciWTT cfT, ^PT 
tenf^WtSST^TT, 3pftwSdTW#TfifcTT cfT? 

keyarh kalpana - kirn gunacalanajatyadivisesanotpaditarh vijnanarh 
kalpana, aho smrtyutpddakarh vijnanarh kalpana, smrtiruparh va, 
smrtyutpadyarh va, abhilapasarhsarganirbhdso va, abhildpavati prati- 
tirva kalpana, aspastakara va, atdttvikarthagrhitirupa va, svayarh 
va’tattviki, trirupallihgato’rthadrgvd, atitd’ndgatdrthanirbhdsa va? 

Translation: 455 
Reply: 

We would like to know what this mental construction is. Is a mental 
construction, a cognition which is caused by the qualifications 
viz. quality, action, universal, etc.? Or a mental construction is 
a cognition which produces remembrance or is it of the form of 
remembrance or is it something produced by remembrance? Or is 
it an appearance of relationship with language? Or is a mental 
construction a cognition which can be verbalized in language? Or is 
it something unreal? Or is it a cognition of an object, produced from 
a ground or reason having three features or aspects or forms ((i) 
being in the subject (ii) not being in that which is not a subject and 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


139 


(iii) being in an example or instance.) Or is it a mental construction 
which reveals an object of the past and the future? 

Text: 456 

vdkdlRR?^U|kMlstk^H cjoeMHI, 3cT 

tadyadi gunacalanajatyadivisesanotpaditarh vijnanarh kalpana; 
tatkim avidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena kalpana, 
uta vidyamanotpadyatvena? 

Translation: 456 

If it is a mental construction, a cognition which is caused by the 
qualifications quality, action, universal, etc. then again the question 
arises whether it is a mental construction because it is produced by 
the qualifications such as quality, action and universal etc. which 
are non-existent? Or is it a mental construction, which is produced 
by those existing qualifications? 

Text: 457 

Wklc^l; ddjlrbdj 3Tf^T- 

vjHebrci mender aiwwii 

tadyadi avidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena kalpana- 
tvam; tadayuktam; avidyamanasya janakatvabhavadeva akalpa- 
natvam 

Translation: 457 

If you say it is produced by the qualifications such as quality, action 
and universal etc. which are non-existent? Then it is not proper, 
because, if something is non-existent, it cannot be a cause and if 
something is not a cause, obviously, it cannot be called a mental 
construction. 

Text: 458 

3T&T R^hHjJ,U|x|eHvjiki|lRR?l^U| v l^|^^H cM-HI; clf^ WTOH 

ftfcr tt? 

atha vidyamanagunacalanajatyadivisesanotpadyatvena kalpana; 
tatkim savisayarh kalpanajnanam, nirvisayarh va? 
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Translation: 458 

If you say it is a mental construction caused by the qualifications viz. 
quality, action and universal which are existent, then, the question 
arises: Is that cognition called mental construction, contentful or 
contentless? 

Text: 459 

tadyadi savisayarh sat kalpanajnanam; tadayuktam; gunacalana- 
jatyadijanyatve ’pi na kalpanatvam arthasamarthyasamudbhavatva- 
sya ’ nativrtteh. 

Translation: 459 

If you say it is contentful and still it is a mental construction it 
is not correct, because, if it has been produced by quality, action 
and universal etc. then it cannot be called a mental construction, 
because, you cannot override the property of being produced from 
something which is an object of a fruitful behaviour. 

Text: 460 

3?ar ^ cjoeMHI; d^T cj-xk-Hk^) efjRur d JJUMeH- 

atha nirvisayarh sat kalpana; tada nirvisayatvameva kalpanatve 
karanarh na gunacalanajatyadivisesanajanyatvam. 

Translation: 460 

If you say it is a mental construction, because it is contentless, 
then the ground for calling it a mental construction should be its 
being contentless and not being produced by the qualifications like 
quality, action and universal etc. 

Text: 461 

dfd d dfvrf4wf; cfdT d cbo-LHIsIHH, sIHHbldl ddldj 

^IHkhddl d' cjoeMdk^l dd Hid MW ddldj 

yadi ca tannirvisayam; tada na kalpanajnanam, napyakalpa- 
najnanam, jnanamatrata syat. jnanatmataya ca kalpanatve sarvarh 
jnanarh kalpanajnanarh syat. 
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Translation: 461 

Again if it is contentless, then it cannot be called mental 
construction, nor can it be called non-mental construction. It will 
be reduced to mere cognition and if it is called mental construction, 
only because it is mere cognition then all knowledges will be called 
mental construction. 

Text: 462 

3121 cheMHI; ^jfcRKq^, q ^1 

cJxRdkddJ zfl fE: d^kddl [cTqRcpft] ^fcT:” ffcl clddldj 

atha smrtyutpadakarh jnanarh kalpana; tadayuktam; rupadida- 
rsanadapi smrtirutpadyate, na ca kalpandtvam. u yatsannidhane yo 
drstah taddrstestatau [taddhvanau] smrtih ” iti vacanat. 

Translation: 462 

If you say, the cognition which produces remembrance is called 
mental construction, that will not be proper, because, by seeing 
a color also i.e. from the knowledge of color, remembrance 
is produced. But color etc. is not considered to be a mental 
construction. This is in accordance with the statement viz. “if in the 
proximity of X, Y is perceived, then by seeing X, Y is remembered.” 

Text: 463 

3121 cheMdl; cNTfr fefj ^dillRoH 31^21- 

^Rkkk^H cfT? 

atha smrtirupatvena kalpana; tatrapi kirn grhitagrahitvena, nirvisa- 
yatvena, apurvarthagrhitirupatvena va? 

Translation: 463 

If you say, a cognition is a mental construction in the form of 
remembrance, there also a question arises, is it a mental construction 
as the revealer of something which is already known or because it 
is contentless or because it is the revealer of something new? 


Text: 464 

5 J#?TT2iillRccjlR?tR?i;^XdldJ 
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tadyadi grhitarthagrahitvena kalpanatvam; tada prathamanubha- 
vasyapi kalpanatvamapadyate grhitdrthagrahitvdvisesat ityuktarh 
purastat. 

Translation: 4 64 

If you say, it is a mental construction in the form of revealer of 
something which is already known, then the first experience should 
also be called a mental construction, because, that also is a cognition 
which has revealed something which was known before. This we 
have already discussed before. 

Text: 465 

3T&T fdlWk^T; ddT *T WkWRcTT HI L d<be l -HI'4>kdl ^H|ehKci|fa^bU| | 

atha nirvisayatvena; tada na kalpanakarata napyakalpa- nakaratd 
jndnakdravyatirekena. 

Translation: 465 

If you say, it is a mental construction because it is contentless, then 
it has neither the form of a mental construction, nor the form of 
non-mental construction, apart from the form of the cognition. 

Text: 466 

3TSTT^apj#fcfc^R cheMHkclT; dddybT; d - 
TeCRWfl 

athapurvarthagrhititvena kalpanatvam; tadayuktam; na smrterapur- 
varthagrhititvamasti tadabhdvanna kalpanatvam. 

Translation: 466 

Again if you say, it is a mental construction because it reveals 
something new, that will not be correct, because, there is nothing 
new in the remembrance and in the absence of that it will not be 
called a mental construction, according to your definition. 

Text: 467 

^ ^ cheMdkdT; *>4lR5lHHi cbehdkcHN^I 

yadi ca apurvarthagrhititvena kalpanatvam; rupadijndndndm kalpa- 
natvamapadyate. 
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Translation: 467 

Moreover, if you say that a cognition is a mental construction, if it 
reveals something new, then the knowledges of color etc. will have 
to be treated a mental construction. 

Text: 468 

atha smrtyutpadyatvena kalpanatvam; tada rupadijndnasyapi nirvikal- 
pakatvenabhimatasya smrtyutpddyatvamasti, tadastu kalpandjnanam. 

Translation: 468 

If you say that a cognition which is caused by remembrance is a 
mental construction, then even the knowledge of color etc. which is 
intended as indeterminate in character is caused by remembrance 
and so let that cognition be called mental construction. 

Text: 469 

3Tar^rfr cTdfwqwFT, mw 

<hKddldll^; 

atha na bhavati tat kalpandjnanam, smrtya bodhasvabhavatayot- 
paditarh kalpandjnanam na smaranakaratayotpadyate; 

Translation: 469 
Clarification: 

Well that cannot be called a mental construction, because, the 
mental construction is produced by remembrance in the form of 
an understanding and not in the form of remembrance. 

Text: 470 

tadidarh madvikalpandolitabuddheh nirupapattika ’ bhidhanam. na 
hyekasya svabhavadvayamutpasyamah. 

Translation: 470 
Reply: 

This illogical statement of yours is an outcome of your confused 
mind due to raising odd questions by us. One entity cannot have 
two natures. 
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Text: 471 

3T2T STftdN'H^UjfcRTOT TTcfrfcT: ebeMHI; WT: WTTfsfe:, 31WTlMcfir 
cfT? 

atha abhilapasarhsargapratibhasa pratitih kalpana; sa sarhsargah 
paramarthikah, aparamarthiko va? 

Translation: 471 

If you say, that a mental construction is a cognition which reveals 
association with language, there also we can ask whether that 
relation is real or unreal? 

Text: 472 

WTlfsfe:; cRT cTW ebcrmid *>mRs1H'bi)c| | 

yadi paramarthikah; na tada tasya kalpanatvarh rupadijhanasyeva. 

Translation: 472 

If you say it is real, then it cannot be said to be a mental 
construction, like the cognition of color. 

Text: 473 

3T&T 3TWTTfsfe:; efjST cRTh %TFF[, %FWT?1I d ^TSdlfwhb fWTTaf: 
vdH^c4l55cbKIM(hc4';H^VMId'!H-dHldci|Rl^lcll 

atha aparamarthikah; katharh tadabharh vijhanam, nairatmyapra- 
sahgat. na catattvike visayarthah kascillabhyate, janakatvakarar- 
pakatvasahotpadasattamatravyatirekat. 

Translation: 473 

And if you say it is unreal, then how can it be called a cognition 
reflecting that nature, because in that case, it will be devoid of its 
nature. In a false cognition, what has appeared as its content, is not 
formed, because, it doesn’t have the state of producing the effect or 
the state of offering a form, or mere existence of being a product 
together. 

Text: 474 

vfe W foWTsTFftfl d^f 31c3#1x||Rm^H SiMlRdh., 

yadi ca atattvikarthagrhitirupam; tada viparyayajhanam. tacca 
avyabhicaripadena apoditam, na kalpanapodhapadamupadeyam. 
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Translation: 474 

If again a mental construction is taken as a cognition that reveals 
an unreal object, then that cognition will be called a false cognition 
and that can be excluded by a clause which is not false or which is 
not illusory and so there is no need to add the clause “which is free 
from mental construction in the definition of perception.” 

Text: 475 

3ifHdN4d°l 4xAHI, fef>^-3TftdNlfd}ebl, 3TT^T srfHdNVmdl, 

atha abhilapavati pratitih kalpand, kim-abhilapatmika, aho abhilapot- 
padya, abhildpagrhitirva? 

Translation: 475 

If you say a mental construction is a cognition which is verbalizable, 
then the question arises, is it identical with the language? Or is it 
produced by language or is it the cognition of the language? 

Text: 476 

SfftdNlRebl; HcftfcT: ef^? PcftfcT?^; , 3fftdNlfd}ebl' ffci ^ 
clrbcij^l R^|cPKi|j>!-d|qk4^|ol|jd^chlcll 

tadyadi abhildpdtmikd; pratitih katham? pratitiscet; ’' abhilapatmikd' 
iti na vaktavyam. viruddhdkdrayostaddtmyavyatirekdt. 

Translation: 476 

If you say it is of the form of language, then how can it be called 
cognition? And if it is a cognition then you should not call it 
of the form of language, because, two entities having opposite 
characteristics, cannot be identical. 

Text: 477 

3Tf^dNVmdl; cRT 9l«J5lHHi deddkcHNd^l cfoT ^ 

atha abhilapotpadya; tada sabdajndndnarh kalpanatvamapadyate. 
tesarh ca kalpanatve sabdavyavasthana’nupapattih syat. 

Translation: 477 

If you say it is caused by language, then the knowledge of language 
will have to be treated as mental construction and if that becomes 
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mental construction, then nothing can be decided on the basis of 
language. 

Text: 478 

3Tbtc^PJ#fcf^R cbeqdkcl^; ^dklH^dN^dldi WCHlccFTNlJ^, 
d^eMdl^ 5l<^ci|c|^|ji|i|Rl: | 

abhilapagrhititvena kalpanatvam; tada sarvdsdmabhildpagrhitindrh 
kalpanatvamapadyate, tatkalpanatve sabdavyavasthanupapattih. 

Translation: 478 

If you say a cognition is a mental construction, because it reveals 
language, then all cognitions of language will have to be treated as 
mental construction, and if they are treated as mental constructions 
then nothing can be settled on the basis of language. 

[°i. tfWRTcTFTT 3RMHdldl Rebo-uj ^W=[l] 

[1. prasangayataya aspastataya vikalpya dusanam.] 

Text: 479 

3TST 3bFTEkhRT tkftfcT: cherMH I; 31bMHdl W? 

atha aspastakara pratitih kalpana; aspastata ka? 

Translation: 479 

If you say a cognition the form of which is not clear or blur, is a 
mental construction, we would like to know what is that blurness? 

Text: 480 

3TfcrsTFTT?*TWFb 3TTBt 3T21 HdldhHI^fvd-d^h., 

tkfbFTFTTkkJTcTT cfT, TdeTSMI^rfcnTTf^cTT cfT? 

him avijnanatmakatvam, dho svalaksandjanyatvam, atha pratiyama- 
narthajanyatvam, pratiyamanasatyata va, svalaksanapratibhasita va? 

Translation: 480 

Does it mean “being of the nature of non-cognition?” or does 
it mean the “state of not being produced by svalaksana (mere 
particular).” If you say, it is the state of not being produced by 
the object which is known; in that case does it mean that whatever 
is known is false? Or does it mean a cognition in which svalaksana 
(mere particular) is not revealed? 
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Text: 481 

dWfd 3lR5lHlcHehcc|H'Hiedl; dddybd,; Mfrl% 31WTWT *TT efjSf 
RsIHlRebl ^ra^frT? 

tadyadi avijndnatmakatvamaspastata; tadayuktam; pratitiriha aspa- 
stakara giyate, sa katharh vijnanatmika bhavitumarhati? 

Translation: 481 

If you say, blurness means being of the nature of non-cognition that 
will not be proper, because, here on one hand you are telling that 
the cognition is blur then how can that be called of the form of 
cogniton? 

Text: 482 

3T&T *3erau||vjK|dl 3hWedl; d^T I 

atha svalaksanajanyata aspastata; tada jndnakasmikatvaprasangah. 

Translation: 482 

If you say, that not being produced by svalaksana is blurness, then 
one will have to accept that cognition arises without any cause. 

Text: 483 

3?ar ddT 3bF^dT UIHlfd, ^Hlldldi 

11dTd ^ ddldl1dchrcj |SdVTTd;, 'MldildllddKci d d21T 

ehR5lH>Wl(^r) WdkHH^fiu^ebVlI^d d %fcT, dd^(fd) ddETd- 

d g 3bFrmd;, “d dwwfcmiRldr [mmo 

ffcT dddldj 

atha pratiyamdndrthajanyatvam; tada ragadisamvedanasya aspa- 
stata prapnoti, ragadmam svatmasamvedanotpadakatva 'yogat, svat- 
motpadakatvarh vastunarh na drstapurvam. tatha kesondukavijna- 
nasya(sya) pratiyamanakesondukotpadyatvarh na vidyate, tada- 
pya(pi) spastabhamupajayate na tu aspastabham, “na vikalpanuba- 
ddhasya spastarthapratibhasita” [Pramanava 3.283] iti vacanat. 
Translation: 483 

Again if you say that it is the state of not being produced by the 
object which is known, then the feeling of attachment etc. should 
be accepted as blur, because, attachment etc. do not take part in 
causing the feeling of attachment. So far we have not experienced 
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before that things produce themselves. It is true that the cognitions 
of thread-like things which appear to a person who conies from 
outside the Sun, is not caused by its content viz. thread-like things. 
Still, the cognition that appears is quite clear and not blurred. This 
is in support of the statement (in the Pramanavarttika 3.283) viz. “a 
cognition if affected by imagination is not a cognition which reflects 
its object clearly.” 


Text: 4&4 


3TST ddT 3RFT- 

EdT UIHlfd, dd d d^fldcll d d cTTSfRcl 

dSfP^yT sllddlbd dd) TcfeTWmfcRTf^, sTFl Wdddddf^ndffTdU 


atha svalaksanapratibhasitvamaspastata; tada nirvikalpabhimata- 
kesondukavijnanasya aspastata prapnoti, tatra svalaksanasyaprati- 
bhasanat spastabharh ca tadgiyate. na ca tathagate darsane 
tathabhutarh jnanamasti yat svalaksanapratibhasi, sarvasmin jhane 
jndnakdryapratibhasandt. 


Translation: 484 

If you say being blurred is not reflecting svalaksana, then the 
cognitions of thread-like things which appear to a person who comes 
from outside the Sun, which is considered to an indeterminate 
cognition by you will become blurred, because there the svalaksana is 
not reflected clearly but still you accept it to be clear. There is no such 
knowledge in the Buddhist doctrine which does not reflect svalaksana, 
because in every knowledge effect of knowledge is reflected. 


Text: 4^5 

3TS1 wdkhHI W 3hWedl; ddT ^u^V^dRslld'HJ 3RMHdl FFTtfdl 
Td wdlAWH'WWcildl, %lTdTTdTd MrUdHUedlcfl d d dTd RddldlsfTdl 

atha pratiyamana satyata aspastata; tada kesondukendudvaya- 
vijhanasya aspastata prapnoti. naca pratvyam.dnasyasatyata, vijna- 
nakaryasya pratvyamanatvat. na ca tasya visarhvado ’sti. 


Translation: 485 

If you say, the blurness is the truthfulness of what has appeared 
in a knowledge, then in the knowledge of thread-like things which 
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appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun, and the 
knowledge of two moons, will be considered as blurred, because 
in those knowledges whatever has appeared is not false, because, 
the form of knowledge has definitely appeared there and it is not 
the case that those forms do not match with the reality. 

Text: 4&6 

3T&T cjxa-HI; ddT 

atha atattvikdrthagrhitirupa kalpana; tada kesondukavijhanasyapi 
kalpanatvamapadyate. 

Translation: 486 

If you say, that mental construction is the cognition which reveals 
an unreal thing, then the cognition of the knowledge of thread-like 
things which appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun, 
should also be treated as mental construction. 

Text: 487 

3T&T ddT tidtfd: eF53J^? PcftfcRtd; 3idlR<kl cf?epp 

atha svayamatattviki; tada pratitih katham? pratitisced; atattviki 
katham? 

Translation: 487 

If you say, mental construction is itself unreal, then how can it be 
called cognition? And if it is cognition how can it be called false? 

Text: 488 

3T&T cheMHI ^fcT icf; f^ 3TT^t 

fdfcfd^T? 

atha trirupallihgato ’rthadrk kalpana iti cet; sapi kirn lingajanyatvena 
kalpana, aho nirvisayatvena? 

Translation: 488 
Clarification: 

If you say, mental construction or imagination is cognition of a 
thing, produced from a ground having three aspects: (i) being in 
the subject (ii) not being in that which is not a subject and (iii) 
being in an example or instance. 
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Text: 489 

cheMHkcj^; 

tadyadi ling aj any atvena kalpanatvam; 

Translation: 489 
Reply: 

There also the question arises, whether such cognition is to be 
treated as mental construction because it is produced by ground. 

Text: 490 

cTTT fel^-|c|J||gebPiraebeMebR5lH>HllR WTdlccFTNlJ^I d - ^ did^dslld- 
>Wlci|c|«n^T fei^cMI^ccjhlbdl 

tada lingdvagdhakanirvikalpakavijndnasydpi kalpanatvamapadyate. 
na ca anumeyajnanasyavyavadhdnena lingotpadyatvamasti. 

Translation: 490 

If you say it is mental construction because it is produced by ground, 
then the indeterminate cognition which reveals the ground will also 
have to be treated as mental construction, it is not the case that 
inferential knowledge of a thing is produced by the ground without 
gap. 

Text: 491 

3T2T fdfck^r cM-HkdR; rfr *T Alltel; I 

atha nirvisayatvena kalpanatvam; tadapi na yoyujyate; svarhsa- 
visayatvadanumanajnanasya. 

Translation: 491 

If you say it is a mental construction because it is contentless, that 
also does in fit in, because an inferential knowledge has some of its 
own part as its object. 

Text: 492 

3T2T dTf^T, fdfdW^T 

atha svarhsavisayavyatiriktavisayo nasti, nirvisayatvena kalpana- 
tvamapadisyate; 

Translation: 492 
Clarification: 

There is no content without involving some of its own part. 
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Therefore, a cognition is called a mental construction, if it is 
contentless. 

Text: 493 

CRT cbe-i-HkcHN^I 

tada kesondukavijnanasyapi kalpanatvamapadyate. 

Translation: 493 
Reply : 

In that case the cognition of the knowledge of thread-like things 
which appear to a person who comes from outside the Sun, should 
also be treated as mental construction. 

Text: 494 

3T2T dR ftfecW dR 3hd,hlPl4) 3 3TWTR clR d?f 

ddTOR, 

atha yat nirvikalpakam tat vispastatayopajayate. anumanikarh tu 
aspastabharh tena tat kalpanajnanam; 

Translation: 494 
Clarification: 

Well, that is an indeterminate cognition, which arises as a clear 
cognition. An inferential cognition however, is not a clear cognition 
and therefore that cognition is called a mental construction. 

Text: 495 

dddybR; 3TTTCdT ^ mi d ^Fddfd cRTT WRrRRTI 

tadayuktam; aspastata ca yatha na sambhavati tatha pragevokta. 

Translation: 495 
Reply: 

It is not correct. We have already told how an inferential cognition 
is blurred. 

[5. flWRTcTFTT: TkdSildbMHdldl fdWd 

[2. prasangayatayah pratyaksiyaspastataya vikalpya vidambanam.] 


Text: 496 

HcirasIH'W d TTCdT cp>T? fefj TdeTSTUldFdcTT, 3TT^T TdefSTumfdRTt^dT? 
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pratyaksajnanasya ca spastata ka? kirn svalaksanajanyata, aho 
svalaksanapratibhasita ? 

Translation: 496 

By the way, what do you mean by the clarity of a perceptual 
cognition? Does it mean the state of being caused by svalaksana? 
Or does it mean the state of revealing svalaksana? 

Text: 497 

^fcraui^iidl; fwdkHH'NdfluivjKidl, dfsW'fld'Wd$]U|vjKidl ^TT? 

tadyadi svalaksanajanyata; kirn, pratiyamdnasvalaksanajanyata, 
tadvipantasvalaksanajanyata va ? 

Translation: 497 

If you say it is the state of being produced by svalaksana, there 
also the question arises, is it the state of being produced by the 
svalaksana which appears in the cognition? Or does it mean the 
state of being produced by the svalaksana which is opposite than 
what appears in the cognition? 

Text: 498 

Wdlcill'hd'Md^uiMi^idl; JlcM foWTTfcT - ffFFf, qT? 

tadyadi pratityarudhasvalaksanajanyatd; pratitau kimavabhdti - 
kimarthah, jnanam, ubhayarh va? 

Translation: 498 

If you say it is the state of being produced by svalaksana which 
appears in the cognition, then we would like to know what is that 
appears in the cognition? Is it an object or the cognition or both? 

Text: 499 

3T8f: ; ddijybhj 3Wd°ldlili d^THKHdldJ 

tadyadi arthah; tadayuktam; apratitdydrh pratitau tadanava- 
bhasanat. 

Translation: 499 

If you say it is the object that appears in the cognition, it is 
not proper, because, unless the cognition is cognized, that cannot 
appear in the cognition. 
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Text: 500 

3TST ITFF[; c# cR SikhUdyMIddRl, >MkhPi Rbdkdfd^hidJ 

atha jnanam; na tarhi tad atmanamutpadayati, svatmani kriya- 
vyatirekat. 

Translation: 500 

If you say it is the cognition that appears in the cognition, it implies 
that it does not produce itself, because there cannot be any activity 
aimed at producing its own form. 

Text: 501 

3?ar nfrmrf^l; dddybhj WtPeFWT ^cf|i||chKL|R^Kf^lfcTt|4cc||ctl 

^ nfrnrrfrr; cktT dwpp^, 

'MIcHpl f^TTfcRtaTcfl 

atha ubhayam pratibhati; tadayuktam; ekopalambhasya dvitiyakara- 
pariharasthitidharmatvat. yadi cobhayarh pratibhati; tada arthavat 
jhanenapi jhanamutpadyate ityapadyate. taccayuktam, svatmani 
kriyavirodhat. 

Translation: 501 

If you say both appear in the cognition that also is not proper, 
because at a time when one form is revealed, the other form is 
excluded and this is the property of cognition. Moreover, if you still 
hold that both appear in the cognition, then, as object produces 
the cognition, the cognition should also produce the cognition, and 
that cannot be justified, because the activity of producing cannot 
be directed towards one’s own self. 

Text: 502 

3T2T 3Wd1dhH>Mc1$1U|vjki|dl; cr(cT)^rfcT: cf)^? 

atha apratzyamanasvalaksanajanyata; va(ta)dgatih katham? 

Translation: 502 

If you say clarity of perception means being produced by svalaksana 
which does not appear in the cognition, then, the question arises 
how do you know it? 
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Text: 503 

dtkdSlUT; 3WdlAWHct||^c|| 

na pratyaksena; apratiyamanatvadeva. 

Translation: 503 

You cannot say that you know it by perception, because you have 
said that it does not appear in the cognition. 

Text: 504 

HMd.hl’H ^RFT-ehl4fel^-Hc|J|^: I 

napyanumanena, svabhava-karyalinganavagateh. 

Translation: 504 

Nor can you say that it is known by inference, because there is 
no ground reflecting the invariable concomitance of the type of 
“own nature”, or the invariable concomitance of the nature of 
cause-and-effect relationship. 

Text: 505 

d ^THIclljHH dcddddldld^, dddcFIdl d^qTSdWl: I 

na svabhavanumanam tatkaryatadatmye, tadanavagatau tasya'na- 
vagateh. 

Translation: 505 

It cannot be the inference of its nature, if it is identical with its 
effect, because, if that is not understood, its own nature also will 
not be understood. 


Text: 506 


dTfd ebwfjHHH; d^dddilf^Mcl^:, 



dlfdd cFFI 


napi karyanumanam; tadbhutakaryanupalabdheh, pisacaparamanu- 
mahesvarakalparthotpaditam karyarh nehopalabhyate. 


Translation: 506 

Nor can it be the inference of the effect, because no effect produced 
by that is known. No effect produced by an object like ghost, atom, 
or God is found here. 
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Text: 507 

3?ar sin^ci Iwf; dddybR; mu r ^ 

^RTtsaf:, R ^ Rldkhld vdddRil 

atha jnanameva tasya lingam; tadayuktam; tena saha tasya 
sambandhanavagatescinmatratayaiva na tvanyo ’ rthah, na ca 
cidatmanarh janayati. 

Translation: 507 

If you say that, the very cognition or knowledge can be the ground 
to infer that, that will not be proper, because no relationship is 
known with that knowledge of that “clarity” because what is there 
is mere consciousness and there is no other object and it is not the 
case that consciousness produces consciousness. 

Text: 508 

'HH'KNsIH cTT? % ffcT icf; 

samanantarajnanarh tasya hetuh iti cet; 

Translation: 508 
Clarification: 

The cognition which immediately follows is the cause of that 
“clarity”. 

Text: 509 

dddybT; dddddl *T hldhRk, WFcTTWFTTsfeed ?T^T TcRRlW 
cT?TT%Hkd cTcft fa^kd Id. '-bkkdH^IHTsfcfrfl 

tadayuktam; tadavagatau na manamasti, parasantanajnanartha- 
kalparh tadapi na svasarhvedyarh tatkaryajnanasya tato bhinnatvat 
paras antanajnanarthav at. 

Translation: 509 
Reply: 

It is not correct, because, there is no proof or process by which we 
can know it. Even it cannot be like the series of cognitions which 
follow, since it cannot be self revealed, because the knowledge of 
its effect will be different from it, like the object of the series of 
cognitions. 
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Text: 510 

cRFMcTFTT SHcFT^f^Tl^cr 3TT^TTWfWTfcf HHJ|A|-ddA|l 
f^TTt^^edcdlcf I 

napyanumanena; tadayattataya anavagatescinmatratayaiva atma- 
namavagahayati nanyayattataya tato’nyasya pisacesvare(ra)tu- 
lyatvat. 

Translation: 510 

Neither can it be known by inference, because, the scope of inference 
to know that is not known. At the most it can cause the knowledge 
of itself as mere consciousness and not through the capacity of some 
thing else, because anything except that will be like a ghost or God. 

Text: 511 

T& ^ T'TScTT; bHd-d^ldl- 

yadi ca samanantaravijnanotpddyatvena spastata; tadd’numanajna- 
nasyapi samanantarajnanotpddyatvena nirvikalpakatvamanusaktam. 

Translation: 511 

Moreover, if you say that there is clarity in the perceptual cognition, 
because it is produced by the consecutive cognition, then, even 
the inferential knowledge should be accepted as an indeterminate 
knowledge because it is produced by the subsequent knowledge. 

Text: 512 

3T2T ; FdvT§TOrfcTNTf?fm Td^cTf; ^ fefj jrfcRTfcT - ^TT? 

atha svalaksanapratibhasita spastata; tatra kirn pratibhdti - 
kimarthah, jnanam, ubhayarh va? 

Translation: 512 

If you say that, the clarity of perception means the revealing of the 
svalaksana then, also the question arises what does appear there? 
Is it the object or the knowledge or both? 

Text: 513 

3T2T:; dbdybbf; 3iPt^PTT:(?TT) cTr^f^^FTMcf I 

tadyadi arthah; tadayuktam; aprasiddhdydh(ydrh) prasiddhau tat- 
prasiddhyabhavat. 
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Translation: 513 

If you say it is the object, it will not be proper, because if there is 
no awareness of the knowledge, there cannot be knowledge of that. 

Text: 514 

3T&T fTFfff; ddjHI^Sfa Jdfcl^lfcl dd^N-d, PlRcheM^I cTf^feeq^T ctff 
3WT# ^S^TT doeMHN'lciMd'b-ll 

atha jnanam; tadanumane ’'pi pratibhati tadapyastu nirvikalpakam. 
tannirvikalpakatve tarhi apohyo mrgyo ’dhuna kalpanapodhapadasya. 

Translation: 514 

And if you say that it is the cognition which appears there, then, 
that happens in the case of inferential knowledge also and so let 
inferential knowledge be treated as an indeterminate cognition and 
if that becomes an indeterminate cognition, then, now you will have 
to find out what is to be excluded by the word “which is free from 
mental construction or imagination.” 

Text: 515 

3T&fm nfrmrf^l; ddijrbhj WrqeFWT 

athobhayam pratibhati; tadayuktam; ekopalambhasya dvitiyakara- 
pariharasthitidharmatvabhyupagamdt. 

Translation: 515 

Again if you say that both appear in that knowledge, that is not 
correct, because what is accepted is the knowledge of one excludes 
the other form and this is the characteristics of knowledge. 

Text: 516 

^dldHHIdl^Mlfd^dl dx-ddl; cRf^PTTfcT-STSI:, dd'hldl 3T, A RbRisll? 

atha atitdndgatarthagrhitirupa kalpana; tatra kimavabhati-arthah, 
tadabhavo va, na kincidval 

Translation: 516 

If you say that, the mental construction is of the form of a cognition 
which reveals past and future object, there also question arises, 
what does appear there? Is it an object or absence of an object or 
nothing? 



158 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


Text: 51 7 

il^dldlSST: nfrRTfrT; d c# ddd c|xfhHdld:?1Hc|dJ dFdsfad 

3TcftcTcTT dldddlRddJ df? WcfklHH'W 3TcftrfcTT ^TPTI dfd d 

WdlilHH'WlR 31d°lddl d^d?I ddT dddd f^Kjqerf^ddd 31cffddT d^dj dd?d 
drfdTdcdd^RfcR?: ddldj 

yadyatito ’rthah pratibhati; na tarhi tasya kalpanatvam varttamana- 
nilajhanavat. napyarthasya atitata pratiyamanatvena nilajaladivat. 
nahi pratiyamanasya atitata nama. yadi ca pratiyamanasyapi atitata 
ucyate tada sarvasya buddhyupalaksitasya atitata bhavet. tatasca 
varttamanavyavaharavirahah syat. 

Translation: 517 

If you say a past object appears there, then, that cannot called a 
mental construction like the knowledge of present blue object. Nor 
can it decide that, that object is a past object, because, that is 
being known at the present time, like the objects like blue object or 
water etc. As a matter of fact, what is being known at the present 
time cannot be said to belong to the past. And if you say that even 
that which is known at the present time belongs to the past, then, 
each and every thing which is known will have to be considered as 
belonging to the past. And in that case, nobody can refer to the 
present events. 

Text: 518 

3Td dddld: dfddrfd; cNdbdcftddT drfdd, d^d RdhHrdldJ dlfd 
dfeqilRsIH'W dd-Hkclhj-Wd^ 3TdTdTddTTd2dd dd.ddldj dRTFT^d dT 
fdWSlf^Rd:! 

atha tadabhavah pratibhati; tasyapyatitata nasti svena rupena 
vidyamanatvat. napi tadvisayavijnanasya kalpanatvamupapadyate 
abhavarthasamarthyena samudbhavat. asamarthye va visaya- 
rthascintyah. 

Translation: 518 

If you say that, what appears there is absence of object even that 
cannot be said to belong to the past, because in its own form i.e. 
in the form of absence, it exists in the present and it is not proper 
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to say that the cognition of that absence is a mental construction, 
because such a cognition has arisen due to the object called absence. 
And if you say that absence does not have the capacity to call 
knowledge, then, it should specify the object of that knowledge. 

Text: 519 

3T&T fdfcFf; clff dddldHHIdlSiRsIH^3ldldHHIdl^ebK^dH4Rs^I 

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi tadatitandgatarthavijndnam atitanaga- 
tarthopakararahitamapadisyate. 

Translation: 519 

If you say that, knowledge is contentless, then, you cannot say that 
such knowledge is of the past or of the future object. It cannot be 
referred to as cognition without being caused by past and future 
object. 

Text: 520 

^ ^rfcT PiRcheM^d ^tt, 3rf£r 3 piHkhdid 

?rw5^kif^rf?r: i ^ iwu ^%FTHt 

krdwqwwwkli 

na ca nirvisayatve sati savikalpakatvarh nirvikalpakatvarh vd, apt 
tu jndnatmatayaiva tasya ’vyavasthitih. na ca jndnamdtrataya tasya 
savikalpakatvamisyate sarvajndnandrh savikalpakatvaprasangat. 

Translation: 520 

It is not the case that cognition is called determinate or 
indeterminate on the ground of it being contentless; rather it is 
not decided on the basis of the very nature of cognition. It cannot 
be the case that merely on the basis of its being cognition, it can be 
called a determinate cognition, because in that case all knowledges 
will become determinate knowledges. 

Text: 521 

Ufe ^ Plfc^ddd 3kfldHHIdiaJR5lH'W PldcjoeM- 

^ ^dldHHIdRplHkd 

Plfcj^dccIHftcl ^mdclf^tdccllcfl kdt?Ici|fcTRdlssffs^ ltd WftcRkl 

(oeF^)d- 3H^dcc|ldLI *T ^ %TFT 

PldcheMcb PT cRficzj- | 
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yadi ca nirvisayatvena atitdndgatdrthavijnanasya savikalpakatvama- 
bhyupeyate, nirvikalpakabhimatakesondukavijndnasydpi savikalpa- 
katvamapadyate. na ca atMdndgatavijndnasya nirvisayatvamasti 
svarhsaparyavasitatvat. napi svarhsavyatirikto ’rtho ’nyosti eko- 
palaste (lambhe)na apohitatvat. na ca svarhsasya vancanopapa- 
dyate, tadabhavat sarvarh vijnanarh savikalpakarh nirvikalpakam, va 
vaktavyarh bhedanupapatteh. 

Translation: 521 

If you say the knowledge of past and future object is accepted 
as determinate knowledge on the ground of its being contentless 
then, there will arise the contingency of accepting knowledge of 
thread-like things which appear to a person who conies from outside 
the Sun, which is intended by you as indeterminate cognition as 
a determinate cognition. It is not the case that cognition of past 
and future object is contentless, because it amounts to be a part 
of itself. As a matter of fact, there is no other object other than 
its own part, because by knowing one, others are excluded. It is 
not proper to deny its own part because if that is not there, each 
and every cognition or knowledge can become either determinate 
or indeterminate, because it will be difficult to distinguish them. 

Text: 522 

IToWf 3T2RTFr2^T 'MlR'WdTOcT 

fefj hd r lilhH'Mei? 1 U|j s (c|d 3TTBt 

yadapyuktam- “kalpanapodharh pratyaksam arthasamarthyena 
samudbhavat rupadisvalaksanavat v iti; tatra kirn pratiyamana- 
svalaksanodbhavatvarh vivaksitam, dho arthamdtrodbhavatvam ? 

Translation: 522 

You made a statement viz. “a perceptual cognition is that which 
is free from mental construction or imagination” because it is 
produced on the basis of the capacity of its object like the svalaksana 
viz. color etc. There we would like to ask, whether you want to say 
that such cognition is caused by the svalaksana which appears in 
the cognition or which is caused by mere object. 
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Text: 523 

fcfcrf^cP^ cT^T ^FTTf^f^PJ zfrfWT^ ^ 

WdlilHH'i-clel^ui^cjd ^ cFqyjl 

tadyadi pratiyamanasvalaksanodbhavatvarh vivaksitam tada raga- 
disarhvedanasya yogipratyaksasya ca pratvyamanasvalaksanodbha- 
vatvarh na labhyate. 

Translation: 523 

If you say, the state of being produced by the svalaksana which 
appears in the cognition, is intended by you, then, one does not see 
that the feeling of attachment and the perception of a yogin are 
produced by the svalaksana which appears in the cognition. 

Text: 524 

3T&T 3TSlWT2^d 'Hd^rkcJlRRl ^TRFIR; 

atha indriyajapratyaksavivaksaya idamapadisyate arthasamar- 
thyena samudbhutatvaditi sadhanam; 

Translation: 524 
Clarification: 

Well, what is being stated here is that perceptual cognition which 
is caused by (the contact between) sense organ (an object) and the 
ground for such an assertion is the state of being caused by the 
capacity of its object. 

Text: 525 

tatrapi [pratiyamdnarthasamudbhava?]-sya bahyarthanirakarana- 
paratvat. 

Translation: 525 
Reply: 

There also (according to your doctrine, what appears in the 
cognition cannot be an object outside) because you deny the 
existence of external object. 

Text: 526 

3R<3 dT ^illftSST:; Ranft fefj rFf Plfhxlkh^H vkMIilcl, 3TT^t dMIdHkh^d? 
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astu va bahyo ’rthah; tathapi kirn tena nimittatmakena utpadyate, 
aho upadanatmakena ? 

Translation: 526 

Granting that there is an external object, we would like to know 
whether that object is an efficient cause of its knowledge or a 
material cause of its knowledge. 

Text: 527 

rT^T d^dllRd*>WI k>Mk>Mdl d WI Hi fa 

PrftrT^d'hMVMlRdsIHclcfl 

tadyadi nimittabhutena utpadyate tada tadutpaditarupasya 
ruparupata na prapnoti nimittabhutarupotpaditajndnavat. 

Translation: 527 

If you say being an efficient cause it produces the knowledge, then, 
the form of that cognition cannot be the form of color, like a 
cognition produced by the color which is the efficient cause of that 
cognition. 

Text: 528 

3?ar dMIdHkh^d ddh^tfa; cRT 3FRTT 3k*TT koMkoMdl 3T1WT shdkd 
k)MVMlRdk)M^dl cTcT: W\t{ tSFlfcT 

HH^iloiici^Kmiciw^-: I dANlffil ^ ciSM 5bR£kI? 

atha upadanatmakena utpadyate; tada anaya ntya ruparupata 
apadyate jnanasya rupotpaditarupasyeva. tatah sarvamavijnana- 
tmakarh jagat syat. avijnanatmake ca jagati manameyavyavahara- 
bhavaprasangah. tatprasaktau ca kasyedam laksanarh prastuyate? 

Translation: 528 

If you say that, the external object produces its knowledge as its 
material cause, then, by this method a cognition becomes color. Like 
a color produced by color. And in that case, the entire universe will 
become of the nature of non-cognition. And once it becomes of the 
nature of non-cognition, in this world there will be no reference to 
knowledge and knowable. And once that is the consequence, then, 
definitions of what are you presenting here? 
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Text: 529 

3TST PlR-dkh^d g sUdfhfd 

atha upadanabhutena rupena rupamutpadyate nimittatmakena tu 
jnanamiti cet; 

Translation: 529 
Clarification: 

As a matter of fact, color produces color as a material cause, but it 
produces knowledge as an efficient cause. 

Text: 530 

d Wi ‘fd’d.Cl3kfalkhRcTT dTdl 
d xlT^cFlHWr ^TM^l^FTf^cri 3cfT dFcilR- "^rfWTFRR- 

fcrwwTf^tf%f5n#d hhIRsih f^rra^i” 

tadidarh mahanubhavasya darsanam. na hyabalisa evam vaktumut- 

saheta, na hyekasya anekakarata nama. na canekanamakarane 

meyadyanyatvamasti. anyatve va na tarhidarh vaktavyam- 

“svavisaydnantaravisayasahakarinendriyajnanena manovijnanarh 

nispadyate 

Translation: 530 

Reply: 

This is indeed a philosophy of a great philosopher like you! As a 
matter of fact, unless one is a child, one will not be prompted to 
say like this. It is nobody’s experience that one entity can have many 
forms. Even if you call one thing by many names, it is not different 
from what is called “knowable”. And if you treat it to be different, 
then, you should not say the following “a mental perception is 
caused by the sense perception, which is the auxiliary cause of the 
object arising after its own content.” 

Text: 531 

d^c|fi|R aising tldlAIHHI^H^clrcliqpr: I F'SRfTTcb-d 

tadevamindriyajnanasya pratiyamanarthasamudbhavatvdbhdvah. 
drstantasca sadhanavikalah-na rupadisvalaksanasya ruparupava- 
bhatdrthodbhavatvamasti. 
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Translation: 531 

Thus, a sense perception is not caused by the object which appears 
in the perception and the example which you have provided in 
support of your theses, is suffering from the defect of absence of the 
ground in the example, because it is not the case that svalaksana 
like color etc. is produced by the object which has appeared in the 
perception viz. the color. 

Text: 532 

3TST 3WdkHH'HdflU|) ;5 ic|d if 

atha apratiyamanasvalaksanodbhavatvarh me vivaksitam; 

Translation: 532 
Clarification: 

Well, what I intend is the perceptual cognition is produced by the 
svalaksana which is not being cognized. 

Text: 533 

?KT5d r ldHHIdld,hHRcheMHIT I 

tada ’titdndgatdnumdnavikalpdnam apratiyamanarthodbhavatvena 
nirvikalpakatvamapadyate. 

Translation: 533 
Reply: 

In that case, then, since inferential cognition of past and future 
object is produced by an object which is not being cognized at 
present, should become indeterminate cognition. 

[3. ekopalambhasamarthyat vikalpikayah samudbhava ityadyukter- 
nirasanam.] 

Text: 53\ 

ffcT f^cl W^ddlMcM ^ RbleT^' 

^diRcbr r gfbRi n an wwdwj ^rfrd' 

Relief, RSTT RsIH'WdOTTfa xHRcjoeMcj^HVqidcKdhfddd^ 
3Tf^TNcfKcTT5^Wfl 
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yadapyanyaduktam-ekopalambhasamarthyad vikalpikayah samud- 
bhavah- ‘idamupalabhe idarh nopalabhe’ iti kila ekabhutalopala- 
mbhe sati vikalpika buddhirutpadyate- ‘idamupalabhe idarh nopa- 
labhyate’ ityadika etadapi na yuktam. yatha rupasvalaksanasya 
savikalpakavijhanajanakatvarh nasti avikalpakatvat, tatha vijhana- 
svalaksanamapi savikalpakavijhdnotpddakatvamativartate avicara- 
katva ’visesat. 

Translation: 534 

You also made another statement viz. “an imaginary cognition 
arises on the basis of cognition of one thing.” When we see one 
ground we say, “I perceive this” “I do not perceive this”, and after 
such constructed perception arises, we say “I see this”, “this is 
not seen” etc. This is also not correct. As a svalaksana of color 
is not capable of generating a determinate cognition, because it is 
not of a determinate nature, in the same way, the svalaksana of 
cognition also cannot transgress the character of being the producer 
of a determinate cognition, because it is also indeterminate in 
character. 

Text: 535 

3T&T ^RdKcjxclIsf^sfcr 

atha avicarakatva’visese’pi nirvikalpakavijhdnasya savikalpakavijna- 
nodayaddnasamarthyarh jegiyate; 

Translation: 535 
Clarification: 

Well, even if it is common to the indeterminate cognition, still 
an indeterminate cognition is considered as having the capacity of 
producing a determinate cognition. This is what we hold. 

Text: 536 

cicT?^ I 

tada rupadisvalaksanasyapyetadastu, tatasca pratyaksdnumdnayor- 
bhedanupapattih. 
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Translation: 536 
Reply: 

In that case, then, let the same capacity be ascribed to a svalaksana 
like color etc. also and in that case, one cannot justify the difference 
between a perceptual cognition and an inferential cognition. 

[«. 'biugnbj] 

[4- pratyaksasadhana evetyaderbauddhoktasya khandanam.] 

Text: 537 

^ I” 3TSf cbts^t 

RFT? f^j 5lH4)|ildldk^ci|cj^R^: dfsN'fldl cfT? 

yadapyanyaduktam- “pratyaksasadhana eva indriyadhiyah 
kalpana- virahah.” atha ko’yarh kalpandviraho nama? kirn 
jndnakdyatdddtmya- vyavasthitadehah, tadviparito va? 

Translation: 537 

You also made another statement, “the absence of mental 
construction of a sense perception is caused by perception only” 
there we would like to ask, what is this absence of mental 
construction? Does it mean the body settled by the identity of the 
form of knowledge or opposite of that? 

Text: 538 

sIHdkld^d cZfcrt^kT:; Jk^SRTTSFT: che^HlR^: ffcTI 
*rafcT? WTSRTTSbfr %TFWR: I *T tef 

Jk^r§RTT?bT (RT5)^THf^Tr5fc[ 5lH|cbK'W H^11^5fq" 

RkTIRI 

tadyadi jhanatdddtmyena vyavasthitah; tada pratyaksasadhana!} kal- 
panavirahah iti. kimuktarh bhavati? pratyaksasadhano vijndnakdrah 
pratyaksadhiyah. na kevalarh pratyaksakalpandvirahah pratyaksa- 
sddhana(no’)numdnadhiyo’pi pratyaksasadhana eva, jndnakarasya 
anumanajnane ’pi bhavat. 

Translation: 538 

If you say that, it is settled by the identity of the knowledge 
then, it means absence of mental construction, which is caused 
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by perception. What does it imply? It implies that the form of 
knowledge of a perceptual cognition is caused by perception. It is 
not the case that the absence of mental construction of a perception 
is caused by perception, but that of an inferential cognition is caused 
by perception only, because, the form of knowledge is also found in 
an inferential cognition. 

Text: 539 

3T2f 3T^TFlsTFlwft SikhhRxil srTfJTatfcr§TzrT 

atha anumanajndnasyapi atmasarhvittau kalpanarahitatvarh bahyar- 
thapeksaya kalpanatmakatvamiti cet; 

Translation: 539 
Clarification: 

For the self awareness of even inferential cognition, there is absence 
of mental construction which stands for cognition of the form of 
mental construction, in terms of external object. 

Text: 540 

d^d^?#h£FT(^) ^trfcT hHTR- “T&1 d^H-l dTdyk I” 

tadetanmugdhdbhidhdna(narh) dunoti manasam- “katharh syurvivi- 
dhakarah tadekasya vastunah.” 

Translation: 540 
Reply: 

This foolish reply disturbs our mind. The following statement comes 
to our mind, “how can one thing have various forms?” 

Text: 541 

3T&T ^ TTFkkTlSFft, 5lH|c6koL)Rj^|^l dlft 

vjH^c|l554)KIM4)^d ^J?T, f^R^l ^ zf ^fcT dc^hR- 

“y^T§RTT?FT tjcf ebo-miR^:” ffci d^IeFTf^TdRI 

atha bhedena vyavasthitah; tadgatih katham ? na svasarhvedyo ’sau, 
jnandkdravyatirekat. napi janakatva ’’kararpakatvena grhyate, 
virahasya samarthyavyatirekat. evarh ca sati yaduktam- “pratyaksa- 
sadhana eva indriyadhiyah kalpanavirahah ” iti tadbalavalgitam. 
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Translation: 541 

If you say it is settled on the basis of difference, how to understand 
it? It cannot be self-illuminating, because it is different from the 
form of cognition. Nor is it known as an entity, which offers its 
form of being a producer, because, an absence does not have such 
a capacity. Under these circumstances, your statement viz. “The 
absence of mental construction of a sense perception is caused by 
perception only” is nothing more than babbling of a child. 

Text: 542 

3T&T 'tV ^TlfT ffFt WTTTI cM-HkclT, SUFTTSvdPd relief? 

Tjfe J l1RcdlP5lHlcMlddhH24 TTRf ?T^T WTUKlPlMId^clldHp 

TUfcf I d^ehbL - 

JT: WHIvjHebl g^WThTTp^rhcT: I 

atha ‘gauh ’ ityadi jnanarh kalpana. kathamasya kalpanatvam, 
arthend’janitatvat? yadi gavaderarthasya gaurityadijndnotpadana- 
samarthyarh syat tada prathamdksasannipdtaveldydmapi kuryat 
tada ’tmano ’visesat. taduktam- 

yah pragajanako buddherupayogavisesatah, 
sa pascadapi tena syadarthapaye ’pi netradhih. 

Translation: 542 

If you say cognition “this is a cow” is a mental construction, how 
do you say it is a mental construction? Is it because it is not 
produced by the object? If the object like cow etc. has the capacity 
of producing the cognition “this is a cow” then, it must produce at 
the time when our eyes fall on it, because at that time the form 
is not different, as it has been said “if a thing is not the cause of 
its knowledge, because it is not different from the point of view of 
utility, even if that object is not there, the visual perception will 
still occur.” 

Text: 543 

3T&T deMIddP; d^dK-d, d^H-dxlTdecllb Pt: SeAllRsIKhW I 
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3Tsffq^sfcr ^T: ThTtf 5I«JI 

^frssff cijci^dl ^fr[l I 

d^ddljybhj niarftWH '^iV ITFF[, J|lRu^|c|J||^P| %TFf '4:' 
ffcisTFlWTI cTcT^W W^U ^ ^ffq^TPWt: 

WfWf^T ^3Wt\: '4:' 

atha sabdasmaranamapeksya utpadayati; tadevastu taddehanantara- 
phalatvad gauh ityadijndnasya. taduktam- 

arthopayoge ’pi punah smarttarh sabddnuyojanam, 
aksadhzryadyapekseta so rtho vyavahito bhavet. 

tadetadayuktam. prdthamikajndnarh ‘gauh ’ iti jnanam, gopinda- 
vagdhini vijnane ‘gauh ’ itijndnasarhjnd. tatasca prathamaksa- 
sannipatajamapi bhavati. evarh ca purvaparavijhdnayoh ekavi- 
sayatve ubhayoh ‘gauh ’ itijndnasarhjnavisayatvam. 

Translation: 543 

If you say such a perception is produced with the help of 
remembrance of the word then, let the same be the case with the 
knowledge viz. this is a cow, because it will be treated as result 
following the previous body of knowledge as it has been said, “even 
if an object is involved in producing knowledge associating it with 
the word, is a mental activity.” If mental perception is required 
there, then, that object will have to be at a distance. All this is 
not proper. The first cognition that arises is “this is a cow”, its 
knowledge of an object which is given the name of cow. Thereafter 
it can also be a perception, caused by the first contact with the 
eyes. Thus, if the two consecutive cognitions have one and the same 
object, then, both the cognitions will refer to by the word ‘cow’. 

Text: 544 

^ 'WWH ^RoTFd^Jr qj? 

WiT^T vjHAlfa sjfb I 

nanvekasya kramabhavivijnanajanakatvam kim- ekena svarupena, 
svarupantarena va? ekenaiva svabhavena janayati iti brumah. 
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Translation: 544 

Well, you say that one object produces consecutive knowledges there 
we would like to ask, does it produce in one form or in different 
form? Our answer to this question is, it produces in one form. 

Text: 545 

H^cbcbloflHdl ^cTH|c||i|Tl^ 3T1WT; 

nanvekakdlmatd purvdparavijnanayoh ekasvabhdvayattatve sati apa- 
dyate 

Translation: 545 
Objection: 

Well, in that case two consecutive knowledges will be treated as 
belonging to one and the same time, if they are said to be sharing 
one and the same nature. 

Text: 546 

^bl<bKdl 

yadyevam ekanilotpdditanayandlokavijndndndm ekadesasambandhi- 
tvam ekakarata ekavyaktitvamapadyate ekamlotpadyatvd’visesdt. 

Translation: 546 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, the perceptual knowledges caused by one blue thing, 
will be treated as related to one place, having one form and being 
unitary in character, because of its being produced by one blue 
thing. 

Text: 547 
3T&T Wp dR 7FRI 

atha evarhbhutarh tat tasya svaruparh yat citrakdryakaranatmakam; 

Translation: 547 
Clarification: 

Well, that is the nature of that thing, which is of the nature of 
producing a number of effects. 
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Text: 548 

*TH%sfcr sfFT-Hloll^chchl^uikH^ci 7WT ^^FTS^f^lftcT- 
'b-lVMxb I 3TSM, JTSTT vF&i HdlsIH ^eTOTfwt *T ^ WTTSKlfamcMR, 
arfagsRAisibH 'wR^H^Rbiii'H^ehiRuii ttstt %' ^iRewft 

fTH ySFTT^Tv^T %TFbT W13eblRu|| ^un^qp^H -cikm^P 

?fcr Pi R^am iincr:, fwiRR[w] wmwHFrsqf^r^r %’ 57 ^ 
W#l ^afg^r Tlcf tf: ^iJyMIddPl ^ ^ 
WHIvjHchl pb TTR'M'-bhdhdlcMcl tjtffacll 

yadyevarh mamake ’pi pakse kramabhavyanekakdryakaranatmakameva 
svaruparh svahetusamarthyaniyamitasyotpatteh. athava, yatha 
tvadiye pakse manojhanarh svalaksanavisayarh na ca prathama- 
ksasannipatajam, api tu indriyajhanena svavisayanantaravisaya- 
sahakarina utpadyate tatha ‘gauh ’ ityadikamapi jhanarh 
prathamaksajena vijhanena svavisayanantaravisayasahakarina 
smaranadyupahitena cotpadyate iti nirvisayatvabhavah, visaya- 
ntarafsyaj svakaranasamarthyanurodhena ‘gauh ’ ityadi jhanajana- 
nayogyasyotpatteh; smaranamapi samarthamutpannarh sat gauh 
ityutpadayati. evam sati yaduktam-yah pragajanako buddheh ityadi, 
tat svaparamatamandlocyaiva jegiyate. 

Translation: 548 
Reply: 

If this is so, then, in our view also the nature of a thing can be of 
the nature of producing many consecutive effects, because an effect 
is invariably controlled by the capacity of its cause or as in your 
view a mental perception is considered as a cognition of perception 
and as it is not considered as caused by the first contact with the 
eyes, but it is considered as being produced by the sense perception, 
which helps another object then, its own object, in the same way 
the cognition such as this is a cow, is caused by the perception 
caused by the first contact with the eyes, which helps the object 
other than its own object, with the help of remembrance and hence 
it cannot be called contentless. The object other than its own object 
is capable of producing the knowledge such as this is a cow on the 
basis of the capacity of its own cause. Even remembrance which 
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occurs is capable of producing the knowledge such as this is a cow. 
When this is a fact, your statement viz. as it has been said “if a 
thing is not the cause of its knowledge, because it is not different 
from the point of view of utility, even if that object is not there, 
the visual perception will still occur” is being stated without due 
consideration of others as well your own views. 

Text: 549 

P xr 5lHTchiyci|fd^cbU| ij(\j)cbeJ'-ch'^5^5^cl I cbW'WR'l ft sfHdTdlc^d 
I ^RFfl'd “hdfcil slHFfl'd 5PWB PWP- 

‘HlpjvPfsT^: ^PrcPcfHH: d'H'WW PldTfc) I dcTSdTsfHTchcb pT^TT 

na ca jhanakaravyatirekena vai(vi)kalpdkaro’nyo’sti. kalpanakdro hi 
jrianatadatmyena vyavasthitah. tatasca kalpanapodharh pratyaksam. 
kimuktarh bhavati? jrianapodharh pratyaksam. yo yatsvabhavopani- 
baddhah sa nivarttamanah tamaddya nivarttate. tatasca ajhana- 
tmakarh pratyaksam bhiksunam prasaktam. 

Translation: 549 

As a matter of fact, there is no other form of verbalizable knowledge 
other than the form of knowledge. The form of imagination is settled 
as identical to the knowledge and thereafter a perception free from 
imagination arises. What does it mean? It will mean a perception 
which is devoid of knowledge. If something is associated with its 
own nature, when that is excluded it goes along with its nature. 
This leads to the contingency that for the Buddhists a perception 
becomes of the nature of the non-knowledge. 

[T PoPSTPTWTcbRT 3i^x|llWA-| 

[5. pratyaksalaksanagatasya avyabhicaripadasya nirasanam.] 

Text: 550 

Trap 31cpfpWlfpWTfT 3PTlWFTT5^FPPTcfl 

tatha avyabhicdripadamapi nopadeyam apohyajndna'sambhavat. 

Translation: 550 

In the same way, the clause “which is not erroneous” should also 
not be added to the definition of perception, because there is no 
possibility of any cognition which will be excluded by this clause. 
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Text: 551 

nanu marttandapadasanghatotpaditarh vijhanamapohyamasti. 

Translation: 551 
Clarification: 

Well, cognition (of water) produced by a group of rays of the Sun, 
will be excluded by that clause. 

Text: 552 

char dbMldlH? 3TcT32jtecF5fc[Wc^( 

katharh tadapohyam? atathyodakavisayatvat. 

Translation: 552 

How can that be excluded? Is it because it has a content viz. false 
water or unreal water? 

Text: 553 

ZRJcrszft^cflfcrw^; efjST ddMdlil^, ^1 feFTFHdTH 

yadyatathyodakavisayam; katharh tadapamyate, atathyodakakarasya 
svena rupena vidyamanatvat madhurodakadirghodakakaravat? 

Translation: 553 

If you say the content of that water is unreal, then, how do you 
exclude it? Because, there is water in its unreal form, like that form 
of sweet water and the form of huge water. 

Text: 554 

3T2T cf5T fefTl, Tdd WcfklHHrelief; dRgl^Jeh PcffHcT 

P#T' ^fd - ci|c|^Kd§TdTHI 

atha tatra madhurodakarh vidyate, svena rupena pratiyamanatvat; 
tadihapyudakarh pratiyate ‘udakarn grhnamV iti vyavaharadarsanat. 

Translation: 554 
Clarification: 

If you say there is sweet water because it appears there in the 



174 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


knowledge in its own form then, here also there is appearance of 
water, because we do say “I take water”. Reply 

Text: 555 

TWf, jrfcFnfcr, 3i7T2zi g trfcprrfcii 

satyam, pratibhati, atathyarh tu pratibhati. 

Translation: 555 

It is true that water appears, but what appears is false. 

[5. tTWRTRMT 3f7T2^7MT 

[6. prasangayataya atathyataya vikalpya dusanam.J 

Text: 556 

317T2Zf7TT cFTT? fcfc HdlhhH^IRTd:, 3T&T tPffbhTH WSRTd:? 

atathyata ha? kirn pratiyamanasyabhavah, atha pratiyamana eva- 
’ bhavah ? 

Translation: 556 

What do you mean by falsity? Does it mean absence of what has 
appeared? Or does it mean the absence which has appeared? 

Text: 557 

tldlhhH'i-dlRrd:; #S7T HNhlfcl, WS^TlfRI 

yadi pratiyamanasyabhavah; so’tra navabhati, udakakara eva’va- 
bhati. 

Translation: 557 

If you say it is the absence of what has appeared, that has not 
appeared here, because what has appeared here is the form of water. 

Text: 558 

3T&T W5R1R:; R % 3THIc|chcrmi 

WdlAWb) WTTcfTR: qRcbePfildcd: I cTcT?^TcJy#?M 
Wcfl ^ 3TRFI: pfcPTrfd'; efjST d^JebsIH, fWTTsTFT ^I 7 t 3THIc|RqAhW 
^fur toTFR^lTcf? 

atha pratiyamana eva ’ bhavah; so 'pyanupapanna eva; na hi bhdvd- 
kare pratiyamane abhavakalpana yukta, anyatha rasakare prati- 
yamane rupakarah parikalpayitavyah. tatascalunavisirnarh jagat 
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syat. yadi ca abhavah pratibhati; katharh tadudakajhanarh, mithya- 
jhanarh cocyate abhavavisayasya svena rupena vidyamanatvat? 

Translation: 558 

If you say that, it is the absence which has appeared, that also 
is not proper, because if the form of absence has appeared, it is 
not proper to postulate absence there, otherwise, when in a case 
the form of taste has appeared, one can also postulate the form of 
color and if this is accepted, the entire world will become scattered 
without its being cut into pieces. Moreover, absence has appeared 
then, how would you call it the knowledge of water and also a false 
knowledge? Because, the object viz. absence does appear there in 
its own form. 

Text: 559 

faWTfcT, 3TR*TFT, 

tadetadudakajhanam udakarh visayayati, udakabhavarh, atmanarh, 
na kihcid va? 

Translation: 559 

There, we would like to know whether this knowledge of water 
has water as its content or absence of water as its content or the 
knowledge itself as its content, or no content at all? 

Text: 560 

tadyadi udakarh visayayati; tada na tasya mithyatvarh madhuroda- 
kasarhvedanasyeva. 

Translation: 560 

If you say water is the content, then, it cannot be called erroneous 
knowledge, like the knowledge of sweet water. 

Text: 561 

7PT nfcRlfcT; 

tatra tathyodakarh pratibhati; 

Translation: 561 
Clarification: 

But there real water appears. 
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Text: 562 

f^^ufcmifcl ?Tr[?TS2to, 3T#^Tr[cTS^f cTc^ nfcRTfcT? 

kirn yat pratibhati tat tathyodakarh, dho yat tathyam tat pratibhati? 

Translation: 562 
Reply: 

Here the question arises, whether the water that appears in the 
knowledge of water, is real water or is it the real water that appears 
in the knowledge? 

Text: 563 

trfctHTfct 7TR cTWf; jrfcFnfcT, FRTT d'Wlft cT^fcTTI 

tadyadi yat pratibhati tat tathyam; ihapyudakarh pratibhati, praptd 
tasyapi tathyata. 

Translation: 563 

If you say what appears is real, then, in this case also, water appears 
in the knowledge and therefore, water will become real. 

Text: 564 

3?ar cTSZj- cRfyfHHlfH; 7PFP 7RZI7TT cfjaf sTFT?f - fefj Udkdl, 3FPaiT cp? 

atha yat tathyam tat pratibhati; tasya tathyata katharh jhayate - kirn 
pratitya, any atha va? 

Translation: 564 

If you say what is real that appears in the knowledge, there the 
question arises how is the reality of water known? Is it through 
knowledge or by some other way? 

Text: 565 

Ufe WdlcAII; MfcRWJcr, 3PF^ HSZfTTTI 

yadi pratitya; ihapi pratitirutpadyate, astu tathyata. 

Translation: 565 

If you say it is by knowledge, and then, here also there is knowledge 
of water, then, let the water be true. 

Text: 566 

3TST WcflfcHn^U| cTSZfcTT 7TS1T dTcjfH! T^TIRI 
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atha pratitimantarena tathyata upapadyate; tatha susthitani vastuni! 
sarvavadasiddhih syat. 

Translation: 566 

If you say that, without knowledge, reality is explained, and then, 
all the things are settled as they are and it will lead to establishment 
of all theories. 

Text: 567 

3T2T wdkd-zrfe dTP 'udkcl ^ ffcT WcfkHHd xf 

vjHchcdSSchKI^ch^H *T \jHdfcl HI<hKPMdfd ^(cr^Mdlfcl, PSIT 

WTsTFl ^T:| t3pcp, vjHcp^sscPKlMVcl'lMMRl:, ^ d 

PHPKP55P7RRcfKcl^f ^TdpM^Hccllcfl 

atha pratiyate-yadi nama badkyate; ‘pratiyate badkyate ca ’ iti 
citram. pratiyamanatvarh ca janakatva”kararpakatvena vyaptam, 
yacca na janayati nakaramarpayati ya(ta)nnavabhati, yatha rupa- 
jhane rasah. pratiyate catra udakarh, janakatva ’kararpakatvo- 
papattih, tadupapattau ca na badhopapattih, janakatva”kararpaka- 
tvasya sattvanibandhanatvat. 

Translation: 567 

If you say it is known and at the same time it is contradicted, 
then, it is funny because how is it that it is known and at the same 
time it is contradicted? The state of being known is pervaded by 
the state of offering the form being the producer of that cognition 
and if something does not produce, it does not offer the form and 
obviously it does not appear in the knowledge. For example, in the 
knowledge of color, the taste does not appear. Here, however the 
water does appear and therefore it satisfies the character of offering 
the form being the producer of the knowledge and once that is 
justifiable, how can there arise a contradiction? Because, the state 
of offering the form being the producer depends upon existence. 
Text: 568 

3T&T 3THTd foWTfcT; d 7# ^dWTddidcTT relief dTfd TTTd 

fpsznTTT, I d ^ 3THF1 fdWST 

vjHctrcj|554)KIM^^ci|jd^|^| ^cfWRTftPcfbpwfcPT:, 

3wid°lfd<h wmra?r i 
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atha abhavarh visayayati; na tarhi udakajhanarupata abhavagrhi- 
tirupatvat. napi tasya mithyatvam, abhavavisayatvasyopapatteh. 
na ca saugatamate abhave kascid visayartha upapadyate janaka- 
tvd”kardrpakatvavyatirekat. udakakaro hi pratityutkalitah, tadabha- 
vasca apratitika ihopapadyate mugdhabauddhaih. 

Translation: 568 

If you say absence is the content of the knowledge of water, then, 
it cannot be knowledge of water, because this knowledge will reveal 
only absence of water and according to the doctrine of Buddhists, 
there cannot be an object like absence, because it does not have the 
character of offering the form being the producer of the knowledge. 
What the Buddhist scholars foolishly doing is the form of water, is 
taken from the cognition of water and the absence of water which 
has not appeared in the cognition is being explained here. 

Text: 569 

3TT7^Wf; cTanft 3jftr||Rdl WSTWScJsHIcf, sIHhkhH 

RbicKfdl dlcTbi 

^-iRsIHkhdK^H cirqf^§iFTFt ^1 

atha atmavisayam; tathapi vyabhicarita nopapadyate svarhsasya’- 
vancanat, nahi jndnamdtmdnam. visamvadati. napi tad udakajhana- 
tvena vyapadesyarh ragadisamvedanavat. nahi mlabharh sarhve- 
danarh rasavijnanatmakatvena vyapadisyamanarh drstam. 

Translation: 569 

If you say that, this cognition itself takes as object, then, this 
cognition cannot be said to be erroneous, because cognition cannot 
betray its own part, cognition cannot be contradictory to its own 
form. Nor cannot be said to be cognition of water, like the cognition 
of attachment. Nobody has seen that cognition of blue object is 
being referred to as cognition of taste. 

Text: 570 


3T&T fdfWPd; ^ 7# nfcPTTfcT, cFT ^ 

faffwb 
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atha nirvisayam; na tarhi tadudakajhanarh, udakajhanataya tu 
pratibhati, tena janimo na nirvisayam. 

Translation: 570 

If you say it is contentless, then, again it is not cognition of water. 
But, as a matter of fact, the cognition appears as cognition of water. 
By that we come to know that it is not without content. 

Text: 571 

pfp PlRN4; efjSt cTf^DlsIHhl? PTfP 

P rf WIT h§T fTFT pNIdMHhfcd W^TWif^cW^I 

yadi ca nirvisayam; katharh tanmithyajhanam? jhanamatra- 
nurodhena na mithyajnanam napi samyagjhanam. na ca bhavatam 
pakse jnanarh niralambanamasti svarrisaparyavasitatvat. 

Translation: 571 

Moreover, if it is without content, how is it called an erroneous 
cognition? Merely as cognition, no cognition is false or true. 
According to your doctrine, there is no cognition without content, 
because every cognition reveals its own part as its content. 

[19. RcjoeUJ 

[7. vyabhicaritvasya vikalpya khandanam.] 

Text: 572 

telTO 3jftr||Rdl - WTrlWIl^t^T, 3TT^r WfxTT^reFT? 

vijnanasya vyabhicarita kirn - svasattdmdtranurodhcna, aho parasa- 
ttanurodhena ? 

Translation: 572 

(By the by) we would like to know what do you mean falsity of a 
cognition? Is it in terms of mere existence of itself or is it in terms 
of existence of something else. 

Text: 573 

WRtTFT^T; TiarT bMRsIHHi sjftrllRdl WWTfcT, WW: #T 
WTcf, P Wrfl 

tadyadi svasattanurodhena; tatha sarvavijhdndnarh vyabhicarita 
prapnoti, jhanarupatayah sarvatra bhavat, na kihcidvijhanamavya- 
bhicdri syat. 
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Translation: 573 

If you say it is in terms of its own existence, then, all knowledges 
should be declared as false knowledges, because in every knowledge, 
there is the form of knowledge and as a result and no cognition will 
be left as a true cognition. 

Text: 574 

3T&T ^rfddlRdl - 3T^bTWqy^fxTT^t^T, 3TT^t 

^WTW^mT^t^T? 

atha paras attanurodhena vyabhicarita ucyate kirn - anupakara- 
kaparasattanurodhena, dho upakarakaparasattanurodhena? 

Translation: 574 

If you say that, a cognition is a false cognition in terms of something 
else, is it due to existence of something else which does not provide 
any help or is it due to the existence of something else which offers 
some help? 

Text: 575 

sjftrilRdl; ^qfhdlRdl 

tadyadi anupakarakaparas attanurodhena vyabhicarita; tada sarva- 
sarhvittindrh vyabhicarita prapnoti, anupakarakaparasatta’visesat. 

Translation: 575 

If you say falsity is accounted for in terms of existence of something 
else which does not offer any help, then, all cognitions should be 
declared as false, because all share the same existence of something 
else, which does not offer any help. 

Text: 576 

3T&T ^WR^WfxTT^l^T cirfqxnft fef> - cfjyup^T^lWlW- 

WfxTT^FT, 3TI^r cbhdlM^McjoK^M^HxH^^T? 

atha upakarakaparasattanurodhena vyabhicari abhidhiyate kirh- 
karanabhutaparopakarakaparasattanurodhena, dho karmatapanno- 
pakarakaparas attanurodhena ? 

Translation: 576 

Again if you say that cognition is called false because of the 
existence of something else, which offers some help, there also the 
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question arises, is it due to the existence of something else which 
offer some help being an instrument of it or due to the existence of 
something else, which offers some help of the nature of being object 
of the cognition. 

Text: 577 

CRT biRxfHi frwjkdHmac) 

tadyadi karanabhutaparopakarakasattanuvedhena tada sarvasarh 
sarhvittinarh mithyatvamapadyate karanabhutaparopakarakasatta 
visesat. 

Translation: 577 

If you say that, it is due to the existence of something else which 
offers some help of being an instrument, then, all cognitions should 
be declared as false, because, they all will have same character of 
having existence of something else which offers some help being an 
instrument. 

Text: 578 

3T2T cpqchKchlMcjoKcpM^H-di^^T dddybd,; ^ cTC*T f 

WlRch- 5lH^c| ch4chK^hU| ^qf^ZFTFlccTTcfl 

atha karmakdrakopakarakaparasattanuvedhena mithyatvarh; tada- 
yuktam; na tasya mithyatvarh satyodakajhanasyeva karmakarakena 
upakriyamanatvat. 

Translation: 578 

Again if you say that the cognition is false, due to the existence of 
something else, that is, the content of the cognition, which offers 
some help, being the content of the cognition that also will not be 
proper, because, that cognition of water cannot be said to be false, 
like the cognition of actual water which is being helped by water as 
its content. 

[C. sIHdd'bl RldcHhj] 

[8. jhanagatasya samyaktvasyapi vikalpya vidalanam.] 

Text: 579 

cTSTT fef) 3TT^t 
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tatha samyagjnanatvamapi katham? kirn jnanasattamatranuro- 
dhena, dho parasattanurodhena? 

Translation: 579 

Similarly, how, i.e., on what ground do you say that cognition is 
true cognition? Is it due to mere existence of cognition, or due to 
existence of something else, i.e. its content? 

Text: 580 

^TfM^TT >HU|cM UIHlfd 

5lHlebK'Wl44Tl:| 

tadyadi jndnasattdmatranurodhena samyaktvam; tada sarvasarh- 
vittmarh samyaktvam prapnoti jndnakarasyopapatteh. 

Translation: 580 

If you say, it is true because of mere existence of the cognition, 
then, all cognitions will have to be true cognitions, because each 
cognition exists only as cognition. 

Text: 581 

3T&T Wrai^lEld ^circi, j4ebKeb4*HTll fcfc cn 3WTW- 

WfxTT^eFT? 

atha parasattanurodhena samyaktvam, tada kimanupakdrakapara- 
sattanurodhena, kirn va upakarakaparasattanurodhena? 

Translation: 581 

If again you say that, a cognition is true because of existence 
of something else, there also the question arises, is it due to the 
existence of something else, which does not offer any help, or due 
to the existence of something else which offers some help? 

Text: 582 

tadyadi anupakarakaparasattanurodhena samyaktvam, tada sarvasam 
samvittmam samyaktvamapadyate, anupakarakaparasatta’visesat. 

Translation: 582 

If you say it is true due to the existence of something else, which 
does not offer any help, then, all cognitions should become true, 
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because this feature of existence of something else which does not 
offer any help is common to all. 

Text: 583 

3TT^T 

cfRrTT- ^WRWfn^T^T? 

atha upakarakaparasattanurodhena him - karanabhutaparopakaraka- 
parasattanuvedhena, aho karmatapannopakarakasattanuvedhena? 

Translation: 583 

If you say it is due to the existence of something else, which offers 
some help, then, is it due to the existence of something else, which 
offers some help, being an instrument or due to the existence of 
something else which offers some help, being its content? 

Text: 584 

Jf5W^d^'l4chKeh'HTllR^nci;i 

tadyadi karanabhutaparopakdrakasattanuvedhena, tada sarvasarh 
samvittinarh samyaktvamapadyate, karanabhutaparopakarakasatta- 
visesat. 

Translation: 584 

If you say it is due to the existence of something else, which offers 
some help being an instrument, then, all cognitions will become 
true cognitions, because, all have existence, which causes some help 
being an instrument. 

Text: 585 

3TS1 cFTdTWRWl^R ?T^T d 

HFdTfcT 3ldldHHIdlsJRqA|^ xfl 

atha karmatapannaparasattanuvedhena samyaktvamabhidhiyate, 
tada ragadisarhvedanasya samyaktvarh na prapnoti atitana- 
gatarthavisayatve yogijnanasya ca. 

Translation: 585 

And if you say cognition is called true due to the existence 
of something else, being the content of the cognition, then, the 
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cognition of attachment etc. will not be called a true cognition. 
And the same will be the case with cognition of an ascetic in which 
the past and future objects will be the content. 

Text: 586 

^ rRf sjftrnft 5iH crcf ^n^iwFbi 3T# 

3T5zrte1^clH^KH5ll^H nSRIcT? 

yat tat vyabhicari jnanarh tat kim - vyabhicaribhutena upadana- 
jndnena janyate, aho avyabhicdribhutenopaddnajndnena janyate? 

Translation: 586 

Whatever you consider as a false cognition, is it produced by the 
knowledge of its material cause, which is false or is it produced by 
the knowledge of its material cause, which is not false? 

Text: 587 

^F^Tct, FfHT sjftxnft- 

tadyadi vyabhicaribhutena upadanajnanena janyate, tadapi vyabhi- 
caribhutena prapta vyabhicariparampara. sangrdhyamavyabhicari na 
labhyate. 

Translation: 587 

If you say, it is produced by the knowledge of its material cause, 
which is false, then, it will generate an unending series of false 
cognitions and in that case one can never know what a false 
cognition is. 

Text: 588 

3Hd$4dl? 

atha avyabhicdribhutenopaddnajndnena janyate; tad upadanakara- 
namanukurvadva upajayate, ananukurvadva? 

Translation: 588 

If you say, it is produced by the knowledge of its material cause, 
which is true, then, the question arises, is it produced by following 
the material cause or without following the material cause? 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


185 


Text: 589 

ppfp vSmkhcjokuii^ci^uiVmi^; ppt fpPTFprfp? 

ddP^I efjSFi;? 3rfHx|K^ 5lHdKk^H cpcrf^tyT:| 

tadyadi upaddnakarananukarenotpadyate; tada kimapnoti? avya- 
bhicari svarupanukarena utpadyate. katham? avyabhicarasya jnana- 
tadatmyena vyavasthiteh. 

Translation: 589 

If you say, it is produced by following the material cause, then, what 
is the outcome? Does it mean it produces the cognition following 
its own nature which is not false? But how can it happen? Because, 
the absence of falsity is settled by its identity with the cognition. 

Text: 590 

dMIdHchKUK-^j ftwTcTccTTcfl PP^ 

na ca ekadesdnukdritvamasti updddnakdranasya niravayavatvat. evarii 
sarvam vijndnamavyabhicdri prasaktam - apohyajnandnupapattih. 

Translation: 590 

You cannot say that, it follows only a part of the material cause, 
because the material cause has no parts. Thus, every knowledge 
will become true and there will be no false cognition which can be 
excluded by the clause “which is not erroneous.” 

Text: 591 

P p ajf5|r|K|oi|RrErRt fTFTT^ cijfdRibl pp:| pap *>4lebK) 

PT 5lH|chKI^ fPP: P pap fPPI^ cilfdRrbll PP?P 

^rfPPRPPRT 3DT fppfpPpll Ppfp? fTPWRtST fpp#>P?ri PP?P 

3TPTPTPTP) PPPP PPPP pkcTTPFfl 

na ca vyabhicaravyabhicarau jnanad vyatiriktau stah. yatha rasa- 
karo rupakaro va jnandkardd bhinnah na tatha vyabhicara'vya- 
bhicarau jnanad vyatiriktau. tatasca vyabhicarakaro atra nirakri- 
yate. kimuktarh bhavati? jnanakaro'tra nirdkriyate. tatasca ajnanat- 
makarh pratyaksarh prasaktam, saugatanam. 

Translation: 591 

It is not the case that falsity and truthfulness are different from 
cognitions, as the form of taste and form of color are different from 



186 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


their knowledges; the falsity and the truthfulness, are not different 
from their knowledges and what is happening here is the form of 
falsity is being excluded. What does it mean? As a matter of fact, 
the form of knowledge is itself being excluded and this will lead 
the Buddhist philosophers to accept perception which is not of the 
nature of cognition. 

Text: 592 

3 rfq- sinnfa sricM 

zr ttq cFRI GPRTTT ^ fTFTW^Tsfcri ft 

3TTFTFJT^Ffl 

api ca yatha rupena upadanabkutena janyate ruparn tatha jnanamapi 
upadanabhutenaiva janyate. ya eva tasya rupotpadane atma sa eva 
tasya jnanotpadane ’pi. na hi tasya jnanotpadane atmanyatvam. 

Translation: 592 

Moreover, as color is produced from the material viz. color, in 
the same way, cognition also is produced from something which 
is its material. Whatever, is the form of that with reference to 
the production of color, the same is the form with reference to 
the production of cognition. It does not have any other form with 
reference to the production of cognition. 

Text: 593 

3T2T Prfw^cbT M.; 

atha nimittabhutena jhanamutpadyate, upadanabhutena rupamiti 
cet; 

Translation: 593 
Clarification: 

Cognition is produced from what is called efficient cause, but a color 
is produced from the material cause. 

Text: 594 

cfccfjSFfcf^j ^ iwt ^TFJfc^rgqq^, 

'hM'hMdl HIHlfdl dcWIHl ^ 3TFFT, WTbfu I 

^TfFT FFTRlW? WTFf ^-Mfd:-‘A^dlR)H v l5‘>TFrRT; q^tWTFf: |” 
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tatkathamekasya anekakarayogitopapadyate? na ca sarhjhanyatve 
meya- nyatvamupapadyate, rupavad vijhanasyapi ruparupata prap- 
noti. tatpraptau ca na paraloki atma, tadabhavanna paralokah. 
idamevarh cetasi samaropydha bhagavan brhaspatih- u paralokino- 
’bhavat paralokabhavah. ” 

Translation: 594 
Reply: 

Then how will you explain one thing having many forms? It is not 
the case that by calling by different names, the objects will become 
different as in the case of color, so also in the case of cognition, 
there is the nature of form and if that is obtained then, one cannot 
maintain that a self goes to another world and if that is not there, 
it follows that there is no world beyond this world of experience. 
Having kept this very idea in mind, the Lord Brhaspati has said, 
“since there are no persons who go to any other world, other than 
this, there is no other world, beyond this world.” 

Text: 595 

atha rupopadanajanyatvepi jnanarupataiva; 

Translation: 595 
Clarification: 

Well, even if the cognition is produced from the material cause viz. 
color, it is nothing but cognition. 

Text: 596 

rupasyapi jnanarupata prapta rupopadanajanyatvat jnanarupavat. 

Translation: 596 
Reply: 

Then, a color becomes cognition because it is produced by the 
material called color, like the form of cognition. 

Text: 597 

3TS1 ITT[R UHlH 'dMIdld^ 

atha jha[narh jhanena upadanabhiitena janyajte; 
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Translation: 597 
Clarification: 

Cognition is produced by cognition, as its material cause. 

Text: 598 

WffT rt%r WTlPT^ 3TFFTS^qy^| ^ x\- 

dbd^ull'FM: ddd^dyll: I 

d^MlR ftw RsUdlPHd^dyldJI (HdlU|cjl.?.5M c l) 

rupamapi tenaiva janyate, nahi tasya rupopadane dtma’nyatvam. 
evarh ca- 

tadatadrupinobhavah tadatadrupahetujah, 

tadrupadi kimajndnarh vijndnabhinnahetujam. (pramdna.vd.3.251) 

Translation: 598 
Reply: 

Then the form is also produced by form, we do not say anything 
else other than itself, with reference to production of form. Thus, 
it has been said in the ( Pramanavarttika 3.251) viz. “the similar 
and dissimilar, positive entities are caused by similar and dissimilar 
causes respectively.” And therefore, is it the case an entity other 
than cognition is caused by a cause identical with the cognition? 

Text: 599 

3?ar *T *>4lcHdl R21T ^IdldJIdd^ldlMIdH)- 

%TTTFT R slhWJdl, 

atha rupopadanajanyatve vijnanasya na rupatmata tatha jnanot- 
padana(jndnopdddna)janyatve’pi vijnanasya na jnanarupata, 

Translation: 599 
Clarification: 

Well, even if cognition is produced by color, cognition is not 
identical with color. Similarly, even if cognition is generated by 
the factors of cognition, cognition cannot identical with cognition. 

Text: 600 

I 

tatasca nairatm.yaprasangah. 
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Translation: 600 

Reply: 

Thus there will arise the contingency of absence of self. 

Text: 601 

3T21 5lH|chK4Rchemi cT2p WTLLRcTT, 

OTeflcfWRcTT 3i|cpKcKMkh4> HR 

RFRFfl 3TfR5 ^dd'hMRHIS^'THIdJ 

atha jnanopaddnajanyatve jndnakdraparikalpand tatha rupopadana- 
janyatve rupakarata, alokopadanajanyatvena alokakarata prapnoti; 
tatasca akdrakadambatmakarh jndnarh prasaktam. anistarh caitat, 
advayarupatvena ’ bhyupagamat. 

Translation: 601 

If you say that, since a cognition is caused by the factor of cognition, 
we postulate the form of cognition. Similarly, when color is produced 
from the color, it gets the form of color. Likewise, when something is 
produced from the material of light it gets the form of light, then, it 
leads to a cognition having multiple forms. But this is not desirable, 
because, it is accepted as non-dual entity. 

Text: 602 

f%FT RTldTRRR f^fcTR, >Hc|fcHHI dT 

yat tadrupotpadyarh vijhanarh tatkim - ekadesena rupotpadyatvena 
sthitam, sarvatmana va utpadyatvena paryavasitam? 

Translation: 602 

You said that cognition is produced by that form. There, we would 
like to know (i) whether it is accepted as produced by the form 
partially? or (ii) whether it results in being produced totally? 

Text: 603 

ddrfd dddybR; 3RIURRI 

tadyadi ekadesena sthitam; tadayuktam; akhandasya ekadesavirahat. 

Translation: 603 

If you say it is produced by the form partially, that will not be 
proper because, that which is indivisible cannot have parts. 
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Text: 604 

3TST Pdfpldl 'tdlldP^d WriW^; dPT Rsl Idl dh4 P PPPtfcf pap 
i^cMPbP^dP^d PPPfPPPI ebKeMtfld'W PiMdhd^dPstkcj p 

PP?P fWHWW 1 ^: 1 

atha sarvatmana rupotpadyatvena paryavasitam; tada vijnanot- 
padyarh na prapnoti yatha ekakarakasamuhotpadyatvena paryavasi- 
tasya karakasanghatasya sanghatantarotpadyatvam na drstam, 
tatasca vijndnasanghdtanupapattih. 

Translation: 604 

If you say, it results in being produced totally, then, it cannot be 
said that it is produced by cognition, as a collection of factors which 
is seen to be produced by one group of factors is not seen to have 
been produced by another group of factors. Therefore, the theory 
of chain of cognitions cannot be justified. 

Text: 605 

pap sinAch^r fpfcf, pp^ppi^T wrf^ci pt? 

tatha rupamapi jnanamekadesena kuryat, sarvatmana karanaparya- 
vasitarh va? 

Translation: 605 

In the same way, a color will produce its knowledge, is it by part or 
in totality? 

Text: 606 

ppfp cpPtfp; 3PJ0^FP pP^PTSPtPTcfl 

tadyadi ekadesena karoti; tadayuktam; akhandasya ekadesa'yogat. 

Translation: 606 

If you say it will produce in part, it will not be proper, because, 
that which is indivisible cannot have parts. 

Text: 607 

3TST Pdfpldl cfj^fcT; PPT PP PpfpIPT RshddWuj wrfplp P WrRWl 
PPrf4, pap licbchKcb^HHiTI ijchch|i|\MldHM4cjRldl ^Idf-d^Rdl P PpfcT, 
pap PPPfP PPFPPtPPPPl P PpfcT, PP?P PPFPPFP 3b<b[pP4KdT efjST 
PPl( oPkPP;, ppT55)cpf^cfK4 <blhfd,hH plddHIhJ 
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atha sarvatmana karoti; tada ruparh sarvatmana vijhanakarane 
paryavasitarh na rupantarakarane pravarttate, yatha ekakarakasa- 
magri ekakaryotpadanaparyavasita karyantarasavitri na bhavati, 
tatha rupamapi rupantarotpadakarh na bhavati, tatasca rupantarasya 
akasmikatvam katharh tada(Okatvam, tada”)kasmikatve karyanu- 
manarh vilupyate saugatanam. 

Translation: 607 

If you say it will produce in totality, then, when color is said to 
produce its cognition in totality, it is not engaged in producing 
another color, as a collection of one type of factors when engaged in 
producing one effect is not engaged in producing another effect. 
Similarly, a color also does not produce another color. Thus, 
(the Buddhists must explain) how another color is produced. Is 
it without a cause? If you accept it without a cause, then, the 
Buddhists will have to forgo the inference of effect on the basis of 
the cause. 

Text: 608 

3T&T ^cbcbiiikMIddK^H Wif^cT 
3FT^hTf^<hx!U||[^dkh4) Wf, I 

atha anekakaryotpadakatvena paryavasitarh rupasvarupam; tada 
ghata-sarhkhyd-sdmanyaderapi anekadhikaranasritatmakarh rupam, 
vrttivikalpadosanupapattih. 

Translation: 608 

Well, if you say, the form of a color terminates in producing many 
effects, then, entities like pot, number, universal etc. will have to be 
accepted as having many loci and this will lead to the impossibility 
of showing the fault of conjecturing relations. 

[%. ^TTfcT nfcicTfcj ^WFTFfWSTl f^TCTCT: I] 

[9. jatirh prativaditurh bauddhairdattanarh dusananamekaikaso 
nirasah.] 

Text: 609 


IcflSft ^RjRcheMdl^l^^fri: - «jRRebcq^U| Pwic^uj cf^, 

^ cfcTtW-kclIcfl df? 3T^iW5^r 31^IW>Wt5fwr, 
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3TCP*Rn^l 3T^cfj: cbW<^: W^3c#bTFl: Udldd, WefFTT 

d^eb'W cfj, 3Tf£r^ ehHU^HI ^TTef^'dsJeh'W Wdlilcll 

ito ’pi vrttivikalpadosanupapattih - vrttivikalpadosena vrttereva nird- 
karanarh krtam, na ghata-samkhya-samanyadeh, tato ’nyatvat. nahi 
anyasya ’bhave anyasyabhavo ’sti, asambandhat. nahi anudakah 
kamandaluh ityukte kamandalorabhavah pratiyate, kapalanarh 
tadudakasya va, api tu kamandaluna sakam udakasya vislesamatrarh 
pratiyate. 

Translation: 609 

For the following reasons also the fault of conjecturing relations is 
not possible to be raised - by the fault of conjecturing the relation, 
the very relationship is denied and not the whole such as pot, 
number and universal, because they are different from that. It is 
not the case that if there is absence of something else (say X) there 
will be absence of something else (say Y), because they are not 
related. When someone says there is no water in the vessel, one 
understands that there is no vessel or one understands that or the 
absence of the parts of the vessel or of the water of the vessel but 
what is understood is, the mere disassociation of water with the 
vessel. 

Text: 610 

nanu naiyayikaih vrttimad-ghata-sdmdnyamabhyupeyate, tadabhave 
katharh tasya sarhsthitih? 

Translation: 610 
Objection: 

Well, the logicians do accept universal of pot having existence and 
so if that is not there, how can that exist? 

Text: 611 

d^TFTsfcT 

cFTT I 

yadyevarh ruparasavijndnanamapi vrttirabhyupeyate naiyayikaih, 
tadabhave ’pi sadbhavo ’bhyupagamyate tesarh bhavadbhih. 
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Translation: 611 

Reply: 

If it is so, the Naiyayikas also accept cognitions of color and taste, 
but, in spite of their absence you accept their presence. 

Text: 612 

3RT mPr yfRRTf^T fRRRfsft, cFT 

atha tdni pratibhanti vrttyabhave’pi, tena tesamabhyupagamah 
kriyate; 

Translation: 612 
Clarification: 

Well, even if they do not exist, they appear and therefore we accept 
them. 

Text: 613 

yfdRTfR STf^M^TcTTc^fcRTT I R 
^^FTFfPT tefr gth: ^ff^eiTTOWlRI 3PfqRs?Tt cfT Wlf, 3TcT 
^RiRcPeMdl^ull cRT d I 

yadyevarh ghata-sarhkhyd-sdmdnydderapi svaruparh pratibhati abhi- 
nnanugatatmataya. na canubhuyamanasya nihnavo yuktah sarvapa- 
lapaprasangat. anupalabdhau va saiva samartha, alarh vrttivikalpa- 
dosena. yadyupalabhyate; tada vrttivikalpadoso na vaktavyah. 

Translation: 613 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, the form of pot, number and universal etc. also 
appears as identical and consecutively present in all subsequent 
cases. It is not proper to deny something which is being experienced, 
because, if it is so, then, there will arise the contingency of denying 
everything and something is not experienced that alone is capable 
of causing such an experience and so, there is no need of the fault 
of conjecturing relationship. 

Text: 614 

3RT RftcbR?!; RSTTfcr R I 

atha nopalabhyate; tathapi na vaktavyah. 
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Translation: 614 

If you say it is not experienced, even then, you should not make 
such an argument. 

[ °l o . ^^TTSUgun^5^: kHIdUd ^tcffcrSTF^d 

[10. desabhedena’grahanat ityadeh samalocya pratividhanam.] 

Text: 615 

dd-dHkdld.MMfd:”; *T 

TUJTT g 3TFhR^T, 3TfaHbJ J ldl<^cRII wt\: d 

^dlil^uld T^nWTTfteuH ^ ddWldk^' f^KlfcT 3RM dTI 

yadapyuktam- “desabhedena ’grahanad ghatasamanyanupapattih ”;tada- 
pyayuktam; na desabhedena vastunarh bhedo ’pi tu akarabhedena, 
abhinnanugatatmataya tayoh svarupamanubhuyate. na desabheda- 
grahanena svavayavadhikaranena saha tayostadatmyarh siddhyati 
asattvarh va. 

Translation: 615 

You had said that there is nothing called universal of pot because 
it is not known through the differentiation of space, this is also 
not proper, because, things are not distinguished on account of 
difference of space. They are distinguished on the account of the 
difference in their shapes. Both, pot and universal are experienced 
as 'uniform and consecutively present' in subsequent instances. 
Unless the difference of space is grasped, their identity with their 
parts and the locus is not established nor is the absence established. 

Text: 616 

dillcbK^T d^T (3T^TUHWFf), 

yadyakarabhedena grahanam; tada desabhedenagrahanasya aprayo- 
jakatvam, akarabhedagrahanena svarupanyatvasya prabodhitatvat. 

Translation: 616 

If knowledge arises due to the difference in shapes, then, not 
knowing due to the difference in space cannot be the prompting 
factor, because, by the knowledge of the difference of shapes, the 
knowledge of another form is caused. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


195 


Text: 617 

^TbPTRrrsfWT; 

atha akaranyatvena navabodho’sti; 

Translation: 617 
Clarification: 

Well, there is no knowledge as having different shapes. 

Text: 618 

PpifwqWM R3lkcKlbl JT^UFf, 3F^STT WTT^TFfwf wfecR^TcfTT- 
^TT5il^U||c^| 

sa evastu, asadvyavaharasamarthatvat, him desabhedagrahanena? 
svahetoreva niyatadesakalaniyamitasyotpatterna desantaradau gra- 
hanam, anyatha rupaderasattvarh syaditaradesalagnasya 'grahanat. 

Translation: 618 
Reply: 

Then let it be the same. When it is capable of causing the use of 
its non-existence, what is the need of not knowing the difference of 
space? When it is possible to explain that, it is regularly produced 
in a particular space and time out of its own cause, there is no 
knowledge of it a different place. Otherwise, one will have to accept 
that there is no color because one does not know that it is associated 
with another place. 

R^TFTF^Ff, c^#5tT?TR ftRsRRl] 

[11. nasti ghatasamanyam, tadagrahe’’grahdt ityasya vibhanjanam.] 

Text: 619 

“dTfTcT R^TFTT^Ff, cRtrtsJTgRf f^lcT? 31Wnf^- 

cf5yuTT5oi|Rl^MR|MldHT, 3TTBt 

yadapyuktam- “nasti ghatasamanyam, tadagrahe'grahdt ” kimanena 
kriyate? kim avayavadhikarand'vyatirekapratipadanam, dho asattva- 
pratipadanam ? 

Translation: 619 

You had also said “there is nothing called universal of a pot” because 
when the pot is not known, this is also not known. There the 
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question arises, what do you want to say by this? Do you want 
to say that there is nothing over and above the locus of thoughts? 
Or do you want to say that there is nothing called universal? 

Text: 620 

cf vFm tliwid? fcfj 3TT^T 

d<c|A|c||ftfcb^U|>H|? 

tadyadi avyatirekapratipadanarh kriyate; kasyatra paksikaranam? 
him ghatasamanyasya, aho tadavayavadhikaranasya? 

Translation: 620 

If you say that, you are saying that there is nothing other than locus 
of parts, then, what do you want to state as the subject (paksa) of 
this inference? Is it universal of pot? Or is it the locus of its parts? 

Text: 621 

blchHHI-ihW - 3TWFPT, 3HcHd*iI cfT? 

tadyadi ghatasamanyasya paksikaranam tatkim - avagatasya, anava- 
gatasya va? 

Translation: 621 

If you are making the universal of pot, as the subject, there again 
the question arises is this subject known? Or is it unknown? 

Text: 622 

3HcHkhW; dddybdj dfHWl srfjff&T *T 

inched(^) J Hchcc|^| 

tadyadi anavagatasya; tadayuktam; nahyanavagate dharmini heto- 
rutthanamasti. na casrayavaikalya(ye) gamakatvam. 

Translation: 622 

If you say, it is not known, it will not be proper, because unless the 
subject is known, no ground or reason (hetu) can be pointed out 
there. And if there is no locus, it cannot lead to the inference of the 
probandum. 

Text: 623 

3T&T CHcHkhW; cl%T 31ci|^cbW<rA||A|cb>HI«Ft 

atha avagatasya; tada tenaiva bhinnakaravagamena avyatireka- 
pratyayakasadhanarh badhyate. 
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Translation: 623 

If you say that, the subject is known, then, by that only different 
form is known and therefore the ground which will cause the 
knowledge of non-difference will be contradicted. 

Text: 624 

3T&T d<c|A|c||f$«wu|>w - 'td'hHIcf floAlRlW 

mzti, [3h^r M^-hicf] 5 %? 

atha tadavayavadhikaranasya paksikaranam; tatrapi him - svasmat 
svarupad avyatirekah sadhyate, [dho parasmat] iti? 

Translation: 624 

If again you say that the locus of its parts is presented as the 
subject, there also one can ask, is it the fact that something is 
being established which is not different from its own form or (from 
other form)? 

Text: 625 

[vfe 'M+HIct ^rTKJeT; ] Rj^HIRJTPTT I 

[yadi svasmat svarupadavyatirekah sadhyate;] siddhasadhyataya 
sambodhayitavyah. 

Translation: 625 

(If you say that, non-difference from its own part is established) 
then, it should be addressed as something to be established which 
is already known. 

Text: 626 

3T&T 4*WKci|f^cb: ^TTRJeT; ^ PWTT 3TPfcfWf cfT? 

atha parasmadavyatirekah sadhyate; sa paratma pratipannah, 
apratipanno va? 

Translation: 626 

If you say the non-difference from something else is being 
established, there also the question arises, that something else is 
known or not known. 

Text: 627 

Ufe fcFf - tachRdZn 3PF17T:, 3ff*hHlebKdi|l ^T? 
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yadi pratipannah sa kim - bhinnakarataya avagatah, abhinnaka- 
rataya va? 

Translation: 627 

If you say it is known, there also the question arises, whether it is 
known in another form or is it known in identical form? 

Text: 628 

cl^S^rf^THIebKlc|J|i|H ^TTSFt31^ I 

tadyadi bhinnakdratayopalabdhah; tada 'nenaiva bhinnakaravaga- 
mena abhedapratydyakarh sadhanarh badhyate. 

Translation: 628 

If you say it is known as another form, then, by this very fact when 
another form is known, the ground to generate the identity would 
be contradicted. 

Text: 629 

3Tanft^l«t)Kdi|l52RcT:; crff ^WIT, ^TTKIfcT 

ffcT f^^TTWfcRT ^Hj^doill: I 

athdbhinnakdratayd’vagatah; na tarhiparatmd, iddnirh svasmat sva- 
rupadavyatirekah sadhyata iti siddhasadhyataya sambodhayitavyah. 

Translation: 629 

If you say, it is known in identical form, then, it is not of the 
form of anything else and therefore now, we will be establishing 
non-difference from its own form, and in that case, you should call 
it something which is being established that is already known. 

Text: 630 

3T&T 3F1W1:; *T crff | 

atha anavagatah; na tarhi ekatvarh rathaturagavisanayoriva. 

Translation: 630 

Again if you say, it is not known, then, it cannot be said to be one 
like horns of horse of a chariot which are fictitious. 

Text: 631 

3T21 3bTlcr: ^TTKT:; fefj Ef^TFTFWI, 3TT^T 

d<c|A|c||ftfcb^U|>M|? 
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atha abhavah sadhyah; tatrapi kasya paksikaranam - kirn ghatasama- 
nyasya, aho tadavayavadhikaranasya? 

Translation: 631 

Again if you say, you want to establish absence, there also, the 
question arises what will be the subject of that absence? Will it be 
the universal of pot or will it be the locus of the parts of pot? 

Text: 632 

tlchHHI-ihW hSfhhWf; ^TT? 

tadyadi ghatasamanyasya paksikaranam; tatkim - avagatasya, ana- 
vagatasya va? 

Translation: 632 

If you say, the pot in general will be the subject, there too, the 
question arises, whether it will be the subject being known or 
unknown? 

Text: 633 

AhUcHekW; ddT WdTWld 

yadyavagatasya; tada tenaiva sadbhavavagamena abhavahetorba- 
dhyamanatvadagamakatvam. 

Translation: 633 

If you say it will be the subject being known, then, by that itself 
existence will be known and therefore, the ground to establish 
absence will become contradicted and as such it cannot be a ground 
to establish the probandum. 

Text: 634 

3T2I HIcHdhj cfjST dTd q§HcWU||qjj||dj? 

atha navagatam; katharh tasya paksikaranam, svayamanavagatasya 
paksikaranayogat ? 

Translation: 634 

If you say, it will be the subject without being known, then, how 
can it be the subject? because, anything if it is not known cannot 
be accepted as subject in an inference. 
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Text: 635 

3T&T H^TPTRT Hhkflfa tifdsTT; cRUtsilglR^'W 

M: dd'HI^H -He? ^Fsp?Tt dTfWTI dldk^d^RblM-^Tl^ *rfcT cfjST 
Wfx^[? 

atha avayavadhikaranasya pakstkaranam, ghatasamanyarh nastiti 
pratijha; tadagrahe ’grahadityasya hetoh tadabhavena saha 
sambandho nasti. taddtmyatadutpattisambandhdbhdve sati katharh 
gamakatvam? 

Translation: 635 

If you say the locus of its parts will be made the subject, then, 
your proposition is “there is nothing called universal of pot?” 
because, unless it is known, it can never be known and as such 
this ground will not have the relation of invariable concomitance 
with the absence of universal of absence of pot. As a matter of 
fact, if the invariable concomitance, either in the form of identity 
or causing effect relationship is not there, how can something be 
called a ground? 

Text: 636 

effosh? fe^ - 3IWnf^4AU|i|£U|f)cj tlcbHHhiN-d UWf, 
3TI^r 3IWnf^U|i|£U|H^b tlcbHHhd'b-l fefc cfT dcbHHhdbdlII£U|f)cj 

fMlicFf? 

tadagrahe’grahadityasya ko’rthah? kim - avayavadhikaranagrahana- 
meva ghatasamanyasya grahanam, aho avayavadhikaranagrahana- 
nantararh ghatasamanyasya grahanam, kim va ghatasamanyasya- 
grahanameva vivaksitam ? 

Translation: 636 

When you say, unless it is known, it cannot be known, what do you 
mean by it? Do you mean the knowledge of the locus of the part 
itself is the knowledge of universal of pot or after the knowledge 
of the locus of parts the knowledge of potness is the knowledge of 
universal of pot? Or do you want to say that there is no knowledge 
of universal of pot? 
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Text: 637 

3IWnf*tortU|i|gU|j}c| Ef^THFWT JT?UP^ddT diddledRl^d: 
3Fd?FTdwi cfT PfdW?T, ^ran dlddfedk I’d'lMd^sfq ^F^RFTFT:, 
3T^TfcT^ cn, cTSTT ^ftdcTtftcWh i^d^sfa ^TcM^FT:, 3T^rfclM cm 

tadyadi avayavadhikaranagrahanameva ghatasamanyasya graha- 
nam vivaksitam; tada nanenavyatirekah anyatarasattvarh va pratipa- 
dyate, yatha mlataddhiyoh ekopalam.bhe ’pi nanyatarabhavah, avyati- 
reko va, tatha nilalohitayoh ekopalambhe ’pi nanyatarabhavah, avya- 
tireko va. 

Translation: 637 

If you intend that, the knowledge of the locus of parts itself is the 
knowledge of universal of pot, then, you are not explaining either 
difference from many or absence of either of the two. For example, 
out of the two viz. a blue object and its knowledge, even if one is 
known, there cannot be absence of the other or non-difference. In 
the same way, out of the two viz. a blue and a red thing, even if 
there is presence of one, one cannot say there is absence of other or 
there is no absence. 

Text: 638 

3T2I bld'HHI-iWguj ddT dT^TFdfcl^h: 

dTKJcT 3FdddFM dT, aRTT *>MU£U|H^ d ddl^hdi Wifd 

3Fdd^KHwj cm 

atha avayavadhikaranagrahananantararh ghatasamanyagrahanarh 
vivaksitam; tada nanenavyatirekah sadhyate anyatarasattvarh va, 
yatha rupagrahananantararh rasasarhvedanarh na tayorekatarh 
gamayati anyatarasattvarh va. 

Translation: 638 

If you intend to say that, after the knowledge of locus of parts, there 
is knowledge of universal of pot, then, you are not establishing either 
the absence of absence of many, i.e. identity or absence of other. For 
example, after the knowledge of color, if there is knowledge of taste, 
neither it causes the knowledge of identity nor absence of other. 
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Text: 639 

3T&T 3WgU|i)c| f^crf^RT b|d>HHHkW; cl^T f^tcf?T cl^cij^ 

^dlclsj'kjl 3PWTTS# d^qeF“>Tf^:, dePTH|c|RPl- 
^fxlPl-sl^HcclIct 

atha agrahanameva vivaksitarh ghatasamanyasya; tada ‘tadagrahe’- 
grahat’ ityetanna vaktavyam, ‘agrahdt' ityetavadastu. nahi anya- 
sya ’grahe tadanupalambhasiddhih, tatsvabhavavinivrttinibandhana- 
tvat tadanupalambhasya. 

Translation: 639 

If you say that, what is intended is the absence of knowledge 
of universal of pot, then, you should not say, in the absence of 
knowledge of that, there is absence of knowledge of universal. 
You should simply say, “Because there is absence of knowledge 
of universal.” It is not the case that, if there is no knowledge of 
something else, it is established that, there is absence of knowledge 
of that, because; the absence of knowledge of X depends upon the 
absence of nature of X. 

Text: 6^0 

^ xfpt ciifd^cbiaff cFqfr, 'cRatsUFTct dcbHHhdbdlil£U|f)c|, 

3lfcrg3TWnf^^U|i|^U|HMdx! tlcbHHM'b-l JTfof eT^lr! clcR^r Md'HISFTT^ 

na cay ark vyatirekartho labhyate, ‘tadagrahe’grahdt’ ityasya hetoh 
ghatasamanyasyagrahanameva, api tu avayavadhikaranagrahanana- 
ntararh ghatasamanyasya grahanarh labhyate tatasca viparitasa- 
dhanad viruddho bhavati. 

Translation: 640 

Neither the following meaning is understood from the expression, 
“In the absence of knowledge of that, there is absence of knowledge.” 
Because of this ground, there will indeed be absence of knowledge of 
universal of pot. But what follows from this expression is: after the 
knowledge of locus of its parts, there will be knowledge of universal 
of pot. And if that is so, this ground will become a contradictory 
ground, because, it will establish just opposite of what is intended 
by you to be established. 
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[°< 3 . ^ebftu^iiguieblcrl ^qeT®eT^umiH^^K: ^ft^ET irfrlW^l] 

[12. ekapindagrahanakale upalabdhilaksanapraptasyetyadeh sami- 
ksya prativacanam.] 

Text: 641 

^ftu^uicMc} ^Terf^mMTHW^q^#rff?cr bIHhdhJ” 
ep WIT? %Tefs£T 'HHMHJ 3lfq g ^Tef^Ffcn efjST ffR7?T? tedklR- 
^rfrr tjcf fq^ '3q^r ^cih^-h^Rii 3?sm 

^ehRu^ii^uichlcrl d^Md®e[§mmTt *T ^ralcT, ^=T %TeF^I ^TeTf^e[OT- 
5TTfa% 3l^ch>H^ehlRRu^lL|p|L||d: I Ejft ■cl'lMdReT^umiH^, Ef5ST %eT^? 
yadapyabhyadhayi - “ekapindagrahanakale upalabdhilaksanaprapta- 
syanupalabdhernasti samanyam.” ka evamaha nopalabdharh sama- 
nyam. api tu upalabdhameva. katharh jhayate? dvitiyadipinda- 
darsane sati purve pinde smrtidarsanat ‘anena sadrso ’sau ’ 
evamanusmarati. athava ekapindagrahanakale tadupalabdhilaksana- 
praptarh na bhavati, tena nopalabhyate. upalabdhilaksanapraptiriha 
anekasahakaripindopanipatah. yadi copalabdhilaksanapraptam, 
katharh nopalabhyate ? 

Translation: 641 

You said, “since, at the time of knowledge of one individual, there 
is no non-knowledge of something which could have been known, 
had it been present there.” In this connection, we would like to 
ask, “Who said universal is not known?” As a matter of fact, it is 
known. Now the question is how is it known? After seeing the second 
individual, there is remembrance of the first individual in the form 
such as, “this is similar to that”. Or at the time of knowing one 
individual, since that which would have been known, had it been 
there, is not found here and so it is not known. The knowledge of 
something which is fit to be known, incorporates many auxiliary 
factors. If something is fit to be known, how is it not known? 

Text: 642 

3T&T ^TeT^; *T crf§ 3qcTfs§OTW|R|Rg P^NTFcN- 

^lched(^t) I 

^TjqeF^ qf^cEFTFl I 'dMcbdl dT cfjlWf. 
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atha nopalabhyate; na tarhi upalabdhilaksanapraptam. upalabdhi- 
laksanapraptiriha pratyayantarasakalya(lyarh) svabhavavisesassa 
(sea), etacced vidyate; kathamanupalabdhih? evarhbhutasyapyanu- 
palambhe parikalpyamane sarvavastundmanupalambhaprasangah. 
upalabdhau va anyat karanam anvestavyam. 

Translation: 642 

If you say, because it is not seen, then, how do you call it something 
which is fit to be seen? Here, the knowledge of something which is 
fit to be known means, a bundle of defining features arising after 
the knowledge of that thing. And if that is there, how can it be 
said that it is not known? If one postulates absence of knowledge 
of such a thing, then, there will arise the contingency of absence of 
everything in this universe. And when it is known, one will have to 
find out what could be the cause of such knowledge. 

Text: 643 

3T21 *T ; 

atha pratyayantarasakalyamatrarh vivaksitam, na tatsvabhava- 
visesah; 

Translation: 643 
Clarification: 

Well, what is intended here is mere collection of features arising 
out of the knowledge of that thing and not particular nature of 
that thing. 


Text: 644 


<HRdcA|' HljMebKTTI 




Hkbed ft %JrT; ^bd,Md©:? cbFTT^T- 


yadyevam adrsyasyaiva anupalabdhih, na drsyanupalabdhirasti. 
yadi ca anyakarakasakalyam upalabdhilaksanapraptirabhidhiyate, 
tadapyupalabdhya bhavitavyarh nanupalabdhya. itarakarakasaka- 
lyarh hi upalam.bhajananasamarthyam. tacced vidyate; kathamanu- 
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palabdhih ? tasmadanupalabdhilaksanapraptasyaiva anupalabdheh 
(bdhih), nopalabdhilaksanaprdptasya. 

Translation: 644 
Reply: 

If it is so, it will mean absence of something which is not seen, 
but not absence of something which is fit to be seen. At that time 
also, there has to be presence and not absence. The collection of 
other factors is nothing but the capacity to produce the knowledge 
of a thing and if it is there, how can one say that it is not known? 
Therefore, the knowledge of absence of only that which is not fit to 
be known, and never of that which is fit to be known. 

[13. ksvrodakavadvivekendgrahandnnasti samanyamityukteh khanda- 
nam.J 

Text: 645 

dltTff 'HHhdhr ft 

3MRRvf fTFTRT ^ 3hJJ|dlebKH, 3^#: ^TlWFfl 

yadapyuvaca- “ksirodakavad vivekena 'grahandt nasti sdmdnyam; ” 
tadapyayuktam; viveko hi akaranyatvarh vyaktindmananugamaru- 
pata, sdmdnyam tu anugatakaram, anayoh sarupyam. taih saha 
sarupyamasya iti viviktakaravagamadarsanat tatha, ksirodaka- 
yorapi viviktameva grahanam. 

Translation: 645 

You also said “since individual and universal are not known 
distinctly as water and milk and therefore there is nothing called 
universal.” That also is not proper, because, difference means ‘being 
of different form’ which cannot be a common property of the 
individuals, universals on the other hand, is a common consecutive 
form; there is similarity between the two. Since, there is similarity 
in them, there is knowledge of distinct form. In the same way, water 
and milk are also known distinctly. 
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Text: 646 

m sik'ktel: whinjhPiM ter fef> - ter sM tete tel ^t? 

tatra ksirodakayoh ekabhajananiksepe sati him - kevalarh ksirarh 
pratibhati aho udakamubhayarh va? 

Translation: 646 

When one pours water and milk in a vessel, what do you find? Is it 
milk or water or both. 

Text: 647 

?rte sffter tete; te cr^rwRm fterr ter? 

tadyadi ksirameva pratibhati; katharh tadudakakaranna viviktarh 
bhavati? 

Translation: 647 

If you say only milk appears, then, how is it that, it is not distinct 
from the form of water? 

Text: 648 

3T&r ter ter tete; ter te §fte fterr ter? 

atha udakarh kevalarh pratibhati; tadapi katharh ksiranna viviktarh 
bhavati? 

Translation: 648 

If you say only water appears, then, also, how is it not distinct from 
milk? 

Text: 649 

3Tar rte tete; crt rtelftecMtetetete cTrw^rtertecfi 

atha ubhayarh pratibhati; tada ubhayoritaretarakaraviviktayorgrahanarh 
tadatmyavyatirekat. 

Translation: 649 

If you say, both appear, then, the knowledge of both, distinct from 
each other occurs, without identity. 

[ °i y. ^ te ft- teftewr; tera^i] 

[ 14 . ekatra drsto bhedo hi- ityadeh karikayah prativadanam.] 

Text: 650 
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W ^ ft c|x|RhHHJ:>| c^Ftl 

*T cfFTR >H HFd I (FHFPIT. ?. °l 3 0 

^dd^dybhj W ‘>feT 3FF? ^HhFoH 3T&TT dd.dFdl^: 

3TWn^eTTR^ ^TTcFFlTb cMT fwrf^T, 

yadapyanyaduktam- 

ekatra drsto bhedo hi kvacinnanyatra drsyate. 
na tasmad bhinnamastyanyat samanyam buddhyabhe 

datah. (Pramanava.3.126) 

ityetadapyayuktam. ekatra drste(sta)sya bhedasya anyatra darsa- 
namastyeva, yatha ghatavastradeh ekavayavoparidrstasya avayava- 
ntaralagnasya upalambhat, tatha samanyamapi bhinnamasti, anuga- 
takarasya buddhibhedenadhyavasiyamanatvat. 

Translation: 650 

You had also said the following: “the difference seen in one place is 
not seen elsewhere.” Therefore, a universal is not different, because; 
it does cause identical knowledge. This statement is also wrong, 
because it is a fact that difference seen in one place, is also seen 
elsewhere. For example, pot and cloth seen associated with one 
type of parts and another type of parts, in the same way, a universal 
is also different, because by different determinate cognitions, it is 
determined as of uniform nature. 

[‘lYPkd'HJ tlfcK-HISTFFfi] 

[15.nityasya krametarabhyamityadeh pratisamadhanam.] 

Text: 651 

^d^lWTsJ^lch'iumHSzf HhkflcAMdl FTFTRFf”; 
d^ddiJybT; SWTFzrsJfpbdKHHIdd^MM^Icl 

yadapyanyaduktam- u nityasya krametarabhyamarthakriyakaranasa- 
marthyarh nastityasat samanyam tadetadayuktam; ubhayathapya- 
rthakriyasampadanamupapadyate yugapat, kramena ca. 

Translation: 651 

You had also said the following: “since an eternal entity does not 
have the capacity to contribute to fruitful behavior, either in a 
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sequence or without a sequence, the concept of universal is not true.” 
This is also not proper, because; in both ways, one can explain that, 
it contributes to fruitful behavior either together or in a sequence. 

Text: 652 

pp; p5PP^mpf*IPPP ehl^ebebloflHdl TTP^TTfcT; ppmsmMpPj 

pan ppm p% pr fppp^RFpf^r vjhpRi pppt- 

PftpPTPTPPpf^PiPPj P P cb|A|fu||^cb|ebKdl PP^?EFpRpT PT %JcT PP>- 
mrPTPPfgpp^rsf^r, ppt ^mfp pp^p pptipfp- pp; ppppmi cmpVii- 
PTcPPpI 

nanu kramakartrtvamabhinnasya nopapadyate, karyasyaikakalinata 
prapnoti; etancd’samicinam; yatha bhavatarh pakse ekarh mlasva- 
laksanamanekakarakaryarh niyatadesasambandhi janayati nayana- 
lokamanaskaradirupam, na ca kdrydndmekdkdratd ekadesasam- 
bandhita va vidyate ekasvabhavasamudbhavatve’pi, tatha ihapi 
evarhbhutarh tatsamanyarh yat krametarabhyarh karyotpadatmakam. 

Translation: 652 
Objection: 

Well, that which is identical, that is one and without a second, 
cannot be said to be an agent, because it leads to occurrence of an 
effect, at one and the same time, which is not proper. For example, 
according to your doctrine, one blue particular, causes an effect of 
different form with reference to a specific place in the form of light 
of eyes, impression etc. Even if there produced by single character, 
the effects do not have one form or they are not related to one space. 
In the same way, here also, the universal under discussion, is of the 
form which can contribute effects either together or jointly. 

Text: 653 

pg pfp ppp cm P>Ptfp PPT c^P PTPPPf, P^P PTSPfPPPf; 

nanu yadi kramena karyam karoti tada tadeva janakam, tadeva 
ca 'janakam; 

Translation: 653 
Objection: 

Well, if it produces an effect in a sequence, then, the same is to be 
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treated as the producer and the same can be non-producer of an 
effect. 

Text: 654 

WFf RFRb d^l rnSNJHeh^l 

satyam, tadeva janakarh tadeva ca janakam. 

Translation: 654 
Reply: 

What you say is correct. The same is the producer and the same is 
not the producer. 

Text: 655 

nanu janaka ’janakayorbhedaprasangah; 

Translation: 655 
Objection: 

Well, in that case, there will arise the contingency of producer 
becoming different from non-producer. 

Text: 656 

r trwrt^r, m HlcK-dcm 

'RI<hKU||cHI^?Rn ^ 3RJRcf5R, R cTRT 'MW^StTcTI 

na prasangosti, yatha tvadiye pakse ekarh mlasvalaksanarh svakarya- 
peksaya janakam, svakaranatmapeksaya tu ajanakam, na tasya 
svarupabhedo ’sti. 

Translation: 656 
Reply: 

That cannot be a contingency, because, as according to you one 
and the same blue particular is said to be producer, in terms of its 
effect and the same is said to be a non-producer in the form of its 
cause and in spite of that, there is no difference in its form. 

Text: 657 

3T&T ^pmwriRTFT XT vjHbfd; dddybR; ddkhld dT 3fg?TR 

cfT? 

atha svakaranamatmanarh ca janayati; tadayuktam; tadatmanarh 
kurvadutpannarh va kuryat, anutpannarh va? 
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Translation: 657 

If you say its own cause does not produce itself, it will not be 
correct. There the question arises, whether while producing itself it 
will produce something which is already produced or it will produce 
something which is not yet produced. 

Text: 658 

ddrfd ddTd dRtfd; dddybbU fddd d>dJTIdldTdU 

tadyadi utpannarh karoti; tadayuktam; krtasya karanayogat. 

Translation: 658 

If you say it produces something which is already produced. It is 
not proper, if something is produced, it cannot be produced again. 

Text: 659 

3TdTSdyTd Cfjytfcl; 31dcT: T: efjRefjTSp:? ddT iWTWift d vjHdRl $d^cNI- 
d^d ddW d^d d 3IdTddfdfd, ddT dTdFddft 

dRddT- dFdbdl 

atha’nutpannarh karoti; asatah kah karakarthah? tatha svakarana- 
mapi na janayati itaretarasrayatvadosaprasahgat. atah tadeva 
karakarh tadeva ca akarakamiti, tatha samanyamapi janakamaja- 
nakarh ca. 

Translation: 659 

And if you say that, it will produce something which is not yet 
produced, there the question arises, what is the meaning of the 
producer, in the case of something not produced. Moreover, in that 
way it also does not produce its own cause, because it will lead to 
the defect of mutual dependency. Therefore, whatever is a producing 
factor, the same is also a non-producing factor. In the same way, 
universal also is a producer and also a non-producer. 

Text: 660 

d dTSltadxfdlTddrSddd fd^dfcT, ddT 3T?Mefdd^TddFdTdi 

^hVqiddKcji-tn^rsfqdfddd?TdftdddT, Tdtdftcr 

^vjHeblcHeb'W d, ddT 3dddfd cm Td^dfdTrfdd dd; ddd^ddld 
chldfsddWW d, ddT dTddddfd ddg^ d d dddgdTTddfcTI 
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na cdrthakriydkartrtvabhave ’satvarh siddhyati, yatha vahneh ayogo- 
lakdhgdrdvasthaydrh dhumotpadakatvdbhave’pi na nivartate vahni- 
rupata, svahetoreva tathabhutasyotpattervahnisvabhavasya dhuma- 
janakatmakasya ca, tatha anyadapi karyarh svahetunotpaditarh yat 
vastusvabhavarh kdryd'janakatmakam ca, tatha samanyamapi vastu- 
bhutarh na ca karyamutpadayati. 

Translation: 660 

It cannot be said that, if it is accepted that there is absence of 
producerness of any fruitful behavior, then, it will mean that, it 
does not exist. For example, when the fire is in the form of a red 
hot iron ball, even if it does not produce smoke, it does not lose its 
character of being a fire. The nature of fire, of that type i.e. of the 
form of being the producer of smoke is produced from its own cause. 
In the same way, another effect also is produced by its own cause 
viz. the nature of a thing i.e. being of the form of not producer of 
an effect. Similarly, universal is an entity which does not produce 
an effect. 

Text: 661 

cp>r4 dVmddfd, ddFdIRl ef5Sf 

nanu yadi karyarh notpadayati, tadastiti katharh vetsi? 

Translation: 661 
Objection: 

Well, if does not produce an effect, how do you know that it exists? 

Text: 662 

ddMcbsmi 

tadupalabdhya. 

Translation: 662 
Reply: 

Through its knowledge. 

Text: 663 

dddyMIdl efjaf d^fa’fafcT? >M^'HHs4PwPldWI: d^dikhdhV 
cMt|: I 



212 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


nanu tadanutpadya katharh tadgrhitirbhavati? svahetusamarthya- 
niyamitayah tadgrhityatmatayotpatteh. 

Translation: 663 
Objection: 

Well, how is it that, its knowledge is not produced by that? That 
is produced in the form of knowledge of that universal which is 
determined by the capacity of its cause. 

Text: 664 

Hd d^RkdR; ddfdWddddtf^ld' 

d^Rlrc|(?d) Rslldkddl ci|R|^u| RqdlcbkdHI^IIdhlldJ dts^tf 3TTd>Rr 
fdddTfdd: fejj 5lH|ebKl^f5m:, 3Tfddfr dT? 

naca tadutpadyatvena tadgrhititvam; caksuraderapi sarhvedyatvapra- 
sahgat. na ca visayakarayogitvena tadgrhititva(tvarh) vijhanatmand 
vyatirekena visayakarasamavesayogat. yo ’sau akaro visayarpitah sa 
kirn jhanakarad bhinnah, abhinno vd? 

Translation: 664 
Reply: 

It is not the case that the knowledge of universal is called knowledge, 
because, it is produced by that universal. Had it been so, there will 
arise the contingency of eyes etc. revealing themselves. It is also 
not the case that, because, the universal contributes to the form of 
knowledge of universal, therefore it is called knowledge of universal, 
because, without the form of knowledge, the association of form of 
object in the knowledge is not possible. There also the question 
arises, is the form in the knowledge contributed in the object is 
different from the form of knowledge or identical with that? 

Text: 665 

dfd fddp; dllwkli:; ^dllwkbj qy? 

yadi bhinnah; sa tatvikah; atatviko vd? 

Translation: 665 

If you say, it is different, then, again the question arises, whether it 
is real or unreal? 
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Text: 666 

Vife dlfwidr; cT^TfrT: cf)^? 

yadi tattvikah; tadgatih katham? 

Translation: 666 

If you say, it is real, then, how is it known? 

Text: 667 

f^> 3TI^r 

him svasamvedyatvena; aho janakatvakararpakatvena? 

Translation: 667 

Is it known as being self revealed or as contributed the form of being 
the producer? 

Text: 668 

d^rf?f dddybhj 3is1Hkhdi|l >Mbi^stkc|ldl J lldJ 

tadyati svasamvedyatvena; tadayuktam; ajndnatmataya svasarhve- 
dyatvayogat. 

Translation: 668 

If you say, it is known as something to be known by itself, it will 
not be proper, because since it is of the nature of non-knowledge, 
it cannot reveal itself. 

Text: 669 

3T&T vjH4)cc|I554)KIM4)^H; cRT FRTT 3TTcMWI 

atha janakatvd”kararpakatvena; tada praptd akaraparampara. 

Translation: 669 

If you say, it is known as contributed the form as a producer, then, 
one will have to postulate an endless series of forms (i.e. it will lead 
to infinite regress). 

Text: 670 

3Hdlfrdcr>:; d'y'lfddhiejc); 'Mkl^cc|vjldcpcc|ci|fcl^cp| ( ^| 

atattvikah; tadgatirnopapadyate; svasarhvedyatvajanakatvavyatirekat. 

Translation: 670 

If you say, it is unreal, then, its knowledge cannot be explained, 
because it will be neither self-illuminating nor producer of anything. 
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Text: 671 

3TST dllwkb:, 31dlbd<hl ^TT? 

atha avyatiriktah; sa tattvikah, atattviko va? 

Translation: 671 

If you say, it is identical with the form of knowledge, there again 
the question arises whether it is a fact or it is a fiction? 

Text: 672 

dfd dllwkjr; *r ^khl, dfsN'fld'l dT? 

yadi tattvikah; sa jadatma, tadviparito va? 

Translation: 672 

If you say, it is a fact, again question arises, is it non-sentient matter 
or opposite of it? 

Text: 673 

dfd WT1; d - crff fd?TT m cTTdk^-fef^cTh dldk^Idj-Wfd: I 

yadi jadatma; na tarhi cita saha tadatmyam-cidacitoh tadatmyd- 
nupapattih. 

Translation: 673 

If it is a non-sentient matter, then, it cannot be identical with 
anything sentient (i.e. one who has consciousness) because, identity 
between conscious and unconscious is not possible. 

Text: 674 

3T&T dMd = ; cRT sllddlddl Wcfl slhWJdl ^%FMSTTW- 
(ofTFRTT?HW)Wfcf4 Ri : | 

atha tadvipantah; tada jnanamdtrata syat. jnanarupata ca sarvajna- 
ndvadhdrand(Ojndnasddhdrand)pratikarmavyavasthdnupapattih. 

Translation: 674 

If you say, it is conscious, then, it will be mere knowledge and the 
form of knowledge is common to all knowledges and in that case, it 
will be difficult to explain any individual object or action. 

Text: 675 

3TSI 31dllxdch>:; cTCTsIH'Wlft dldlfwkjxcj hlHlfdl 

atha atattvikah; tada jnanasydpi atattvikatvarh prapnoti. 
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Translation: 675 

If you say it is a fiction, then, knowledge also will become fictitious. 

Text: 676 

zrft ^ Rsindidk^d 3WRt?q1^rf?r; %tftFT snwf - 
prfcrajjfozra^aii^qql^: i ^ ^ ^rfcr 

3TSFT bldilc^Hi gcfrcfTsfeqcTFfl 
?kFTFafff^kT: wm ^k)Mdlll 
d^lRdRld FkcTHFfl 

yadi ca vijnanataddtmyena dkarotpattirbhavati; vijnanam sarvaka- 
rakanispadyena sadharanam pratikarmavyavasthanupapattih. evarh 
ca sati yaduktam- 

arthena ghatayatyenarh nahi muktvdrtharupatdm, 
tasmadarthadhigateh pramanarh meyarupata. 
tanmugdhavilasitarh saugatanam. 

Translation: 676 

If you say, the form is produced as identical with the knowledge, 
then, since knowledge is common to all as being produced by all 
factors, it will be difficult to explain each and every object and 
action. When such is the case, your statement viz. “the form of 
the content of knowledge, is caused by the content without giving 
up the form of content, therefore, the proof for the knowledge of 
content is the very form of the content,” is nothing but a fanciful 
imagination of the Buddhists. 

Text: 677 

d^t FHPFFt d WWift zrarT w Wf 3FlcfKf)pffwI^fk^ 

FT?HWf, ?T2IT w FFTFFf I 

tadevarh vrttivikalpadidusanam samanyadau na sambhavati yatha 
ekarh rupam anekakaryotpadakatvena sadharanam, tatha ekarh 
samanyam anekadharasadharanam. 

Translation: 677 

In this way, the criticism of relation and imagination is not possible 
with reference to a universal. As one color is common as producer 
of many effects, similarly, one universal is common in many loci. 
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Text: 678 

3tst qwt q-picji cm vjHiiRi 3rfq" g fefc wfa teRyqi^rfrr, 

'3cT fTR^fcT? 

atha ekaruparh nanekarh karyarh janayati api tu ekameva; tatrapi 
kirn rupameva kevalamutpadayati, uta jnanameva ? 

Translation: 678 

If you say that, one color does not produce many effects, but only 
one effect, there also a question arises, is it the fact that it produces 
only color or only knowledge? 

Text: 679 

WTd ^WTTSJT^ut UIHlfd %TFTT5vjHHIcfl 

tadyadi rupameva kevalamutpadayati; tada rupasya grahanam pra- 
pnoti vijhanajananat. 

Translation: 679 

If you say, it produces only color, then, it means that it is not 
known, because it does not produce knowledge. 

Text: 680 

3T2T slnAcI cfStrft d’FRT qUIHlfdl ^WFFfRfWT- 

cTcX T TFRT d ^ 

fwfrsf^T d+Hl^ci ^ R| ^1 HHl cd I Rep |4qn | STRuf 

yRm-dcqqj i efW141 Pi wrft mfq fq^wn^r- 

3TI^r Pldd'M'HIcl^lPl? 

atha jnanameva kevalamutpadayati tathapi manasarh pratyaksarh na 
prapnoti. svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajhanena yajja- 
nyate tat manasarh pratyaksam. na ca svavisayanantarabhavi visa- 
yo ’sti rupantarajanakat. tasm.adekameva ruparh vijhanamladikd- 
ryasadhdranarh pratipattavyam. caksurupalokadmi karanani vijhd- 
namutpadayanti, tani kimekasvabhdvayuktani, aho niyatasva- 
bhavayuktani? 

Translation: 680 

If you say, it produces only knowledge, even then, there cannot 
arise any mental perception. A mental perception is that perception, 
which is produced by the knowledge of senses, which is the auxiliary 
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cause of the content which comes after its own content. And here 
there is no content which arises after its own content, because it 
does not produce another color. Therefore, one has to accept single 
color, which is common to knowledge blue color etc. We say that 
the factors such as eyes, color, light etc. produce knowledge. Here 
the question arises, whether they produce knowledge having one 
and the same nature or having specific individual nature? 

Text: 681 

pqdFTHMddl ddlldilRl(f^r); 7RT UIHlfd aiftraWM- 

iilRcclldJ 

tadyadi ekasvabhavataya utpadayati(nti); tada karakaikatvarh pra- 
pnoti abhinnasvabhdvayogitvdt. 

Translation: 681 

If you say that, they produce having one and the same nature, then, 
one should say, there is only one factor, because all factors possess 
identical nature. 

Text: 682 

3T&T Pbld'M'HIcj^rhlPl sIHHM TFT vjHAiR), d^T RsIHH-l 3H)dHMdl 
Plild>M'hlc|cbKcM^cc|ld ^kdlRddJ 

atha niyatasvabhdvayuktani jnanaruparh karyarh janayanti, tada 
vijnanasya abhedarupata nivartate, niyatasvabhdvakdrakajanyatvad 
rupasabdadivat. 

Translation: 682 

If you say, they produce knowledge possessing individual specific 
nature, and then, it cannot be maintained, that the knowledge 
is identical, as color, sound, etc. are different because they are 
produced by factors having specific individual character. 

Text: 683 

3T&T fdfddTdfcr chKUHd^fu^dHM cm HTfcl; ^1 d' 

fdddcl - kTTdHMdft W 

HdfcTI d dfd Pmd<hl4d?t^ Pfddddddd^TTd | 

atha vividhadapi karanadakhanditaruparh karyarh bhavati; evarh 
ca karyabhedad bhinnakarandnumanarh nivartate - ekasvabhava- 
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dapi vijnanadanekam nayanalokadikaryamutpadyate, anekasmadapi 
ekarh bhavati. evarh ca sati niyatakaryadarsane niyatakarananu- 
manarh nivartate. 

Translation: 683 

If you say, from various types of causes an indivisible or uniform 
effect is produced, then, there cannot be inference of different 
causes on the basis of different effects. As a matter of fact, from a 
single knowledge having a single characteristic, many effects of eyes, 
light etc. are produced. Similarly, from many causes, one effect is 
produced. When such is the case, the inference of specific cause on 
the basis of specific effect will not remain valid. 

Text: 684 

3121 cbKUM^cb cm qcifcr ’T 

Pwdebl&jsft PlildebKUiijHH p|c||4cl? 

atha ekasmadeva karanadekarh karyarh bhavati na bahunarh sahka- 
litanam ekaphalotpadakatvam. tatasca niyatakaryadarsane niyata- 
karananumanarh kena nivaryate? 

Translation: 684 

Likewise, from a single cause, a single effect will arise. Many causes 
together cannot be said to be producer of one effect and so who 
can debar the operation of inference of specific cause on seeing the 
specific effect. 

Text: 685 

ddddUhlhHhj V&p w W vjHAlfa 

f^xT#dT RwcflRdT” Wfcf vjHdfcl f^f- 

hhldvdldlh^d, 3TTBt ddl4>KoH fefj dT xjcffqwTeRTfclc^? 

tadetadasamicinam; yadyekarh karanam ekarh karyarh janayati 
tada ’ bhyupagamavirodhah- “caturbhyascittacaitta bhavanti, bodhad- 
bodharupata visayakarata” ityadi. ekameva janayati kim- samana- 
jdtiyatvena, aho taddkaratvena, kim va purvaparakalabhavitvena? 

Translation: 685 

This is not at all proper. If you maintain that, one cause will 
generate one effect, then, it will go against what you have already 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


219 


accepted. For instance, you have said, “the mental states arise from 
four things, the conscious state, from the consciousness’ and also 
the form of the content etc.” Moreover, when you say one cause 
produces one effect, the question arises, is it in the form of the 
same class or in the form of that or in the form of something arising 
in a sequence? 

Text: 686 

vjHdKcldj d^T ^FTTWTcfFf I 

tadyadi samanajatiyatvena janakatvam; tada samdnakalmam 
pascadutpannamapi janayet. 

Translation: 686 

If you say it produces things of the same class, then, it can also 
produce something which comes later but belonging to the same 
kind. 

Text: 687 

3TS1 d^KIjebllWH vjHebH, ddl^d^d ^pTf^i 

atha tadakaranukaritvena janakam, tatrapyetadeva dusanam. 

Translation: 687 

If you say, it is a producer imitating the form of that, there also the 
same objection can be raised. 

Text: 688 

3T&T xjcrfqwTef'qif^FT Wf; d 

ddWRMT 

atha purvaparakalabhavitvena janakam; na tarhidarh vaktavya- 
m‘ekam eva janakam’ caksurupalokamanaskaranarh purvakalabha- 
vitva ’visesat. 

Translation: 688 

If you say, it is a producer coming in sequence then, you should not 
say one and only one is the producer, because the factors such as 
eyes, color, light and mind all belong to the earlier time. 

Text: 689 

tjsra’ ^‘h'lMIdldldh^d ftsTFT HhrbdJ WTMFbR- 

| ddd,MMxl1 teTOf: I 
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evanca anekopadanotpadyatvena akdrakadambakasvaruparh vijria- 
narh prasaktam. rupadyakaraparihare va vijndnakdrasyapyanupapa- 
ttih. tadanupapattau nairatmyaprasarigah. 

Translation: 689 

Thus, since it is produced by many factors, knowledge appears to 
be of the form of many forms and if you try to exclude the form 
of color, the form of knowledge will remain unexplained and if that 
remains unexplained, it will lead to the contingency of voidness of 
characteristics. 

Text: 690 

9m, HTT dT? 

kinca, jndnarh karyaikasvabhavam, kdranaikasvabhavam, ubhaya- 
svabhavarh va? 

Translation: 690 

Moreover, what is the fact is knowledge always of the form of an 
effect or is it of the form of cause or is it of the form of both? 

Text: 691 

tadyadi kdranaikasvabhavam; tada karyarupata na sambhavati, 
tadabhave na vastutvam, sarhskrtanarh vastutvabhyupagamat. 

Translation: 691 

If you say, it is of the form of cause, then, it cannot have the form 
of effect and if it does not have the form of effect, then, it cannot 
be an entity at all, because, according to you, only that which is 
produced is accepted as an entity. 

Text: 692 

dlfcr ebKUKoiidl 3TWT; vHcbcdlS^frlTcfl 

napi karanarupata upapadyate; anadhvyamdna'tisayatyena janaka- 
tva ’yogat. 

Translation: 692 

It cannot be of the form of cause also, because, unless something 
additional is super-imposed, it cannot be called the cause. 
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Text: 693 

3TST cM&M-cTHIcl^; cTSJTft- d" 3TSTft^5Wr dTdydf^E?Tc[ I 

atha karyaikasvabhavam; tathapi na sadatmakam, arthakriya 'karane 
vastutvavirahat. 

Translation: 693 

If you say that, knowledge is always of the form of effect, still, it is 
not eternal, because, if it does not contribute to a fruitful behavior, 
it cannot be considered to be an entity. 

Text: 694 

3T&T WTRWf; ?cj ftlldRcT:? df? W 

dldd^uj dldldlMM^I d - dT%RIW(^)W2qW^ J fdfdx1T!JlRRl?kc|ldJ 

atha ubhayatmakam; ekamanekatmakarh bhavati? kena tvarh 
vipralambhitah? nahi ekasya anekanamakarane nanatopapadyate. 
na canekanamakafka)ranamupapadyate, nimittasyavicitratvat. 

Translation: 694 

If you say knowledge is of the nature of both a cause and an effect, 
it means one and the same thing can be of many natures. Who has 
confused you? Even if one thing is given many names, it does not 
become many. Moreover, it is not possible even to name it by many 
names, because the ground for application of the term knowledge 
is not many. 

Text: 695 

^ dTfcT '’-hdHIdjmfd:; 3H?Rra hdtdHI 1Sd,H M fd ^ I 

evarh vijhanasya’sambhave sati santananupapattih; abhrantabhra- 
ntadvaitasya ’nupapattisca. 

Translation: 695 

Thus, when knowledge itself remains impossible to explain, there 
can be no justification for a series of knowledges. Also, there is no 
justification in holding the duality of non-erroneous and erroneous. 

[ 16 . prasahgat boddhabhimatasya santdnasya asiddhatvapradarsanam.J 

Text: 696 

IcflSfSr f%Tddd I’ctcdlcfl dddd ^ 3hdKhdW-lld,MMT|:; 

vSMMxll dT fTFTEhRfteTW: I cklNHrbl d' I 
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ito ’pi santanasya ’siddhih vijnanasya ekatvat. tadekatvarh ca aka- 
rantarasyanupapatteh; upapattau va jndnakaravirahaprasangah. tat- 
prasaktau ca santana ’nupapattih. 

Translation: 696 

For this reason also viz. because knowledge is one, the series of 
knowledges cannot be established. Knowledge is one means, there 
is no form other than the form of knowledge possible and even if 
it is possible there will arise the contingency of knowledge having 
no form and once that is the fact, there cannot be a series of 
knowledges. 

Text: 697 

IcflSft Rshd'H-dHId^fd:- fosTFFf ddkhddl fddcTcf, 

'M'MKNItJ efjSj c h Idxfcl? Wkhddl, 3TTBt 3TFhRPd^JT? 

ito ’pi vijndnasantananupapattih- vijnanam asaddharmat sadat- 
mataya nivartate, svarupantarattu katharh vyavarttate? kirn 
sadatmataya, aho akarantarena? 

Translation: 697 

For the following reason also, there is no possibility of a series of 
knowledges viz. a knowledge is excluded as being existent from that 
which is non-existent. But how can it be excluded from its other 
form? There the question arises, is it excluded as being existent or 
in terms of another form? 

Text: 698 

cKlfd Wkhddl ciikxW; d^T WTT^: 3KHdl<bKdl FFTtfd, dlQR^uidlRdl 

tadyadi sadatmataya vyavarttate; tada rupadeh asadakarata 
prapnoti, vajivisanayoriva. 

Translation: 698 

If you say that, it is excluded as being existent, then, entities like 
color will have to be accepted as non-existent like horns of horse. 

Text: 699 

3TST PkFkf; ddT fTFbFh 3KkdTTkldT UIHlfd, ^lRq|U|c|Rfa| 

atha akarantarena nivartate; tada jnanasya asatsvabhavata 
prapnoti, turagavisanavaditi. 
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Translation: 699 

If you say that, it is excluded in terms of other form, then, it means 
that the knowledge is fictitious like horns of horse. 

Text: 700 

3TS1 RsIHIcbKddl RkRkl Rising 7U RsIHIebKdl 

3PFkTTTM[dT]? 

atha vijnandkdrataya nivartate rupadibhyo vijndnam; sa vijnana- 
karata satsvabhava, asatsvabhavafvd]? 

Translation: 700 

If you say that, knowledge is excluded in the form of knowledge, 
like knowledge of color etc. is excluded from color etc. there the 
question arises, is that form of knowledge real or unreal? 

Text: 701 

ddT sIHIebKcRII pMxfd ffcT 

tadyadi satsvabhava; tada jndndkaratayd nivarttata iti kimuktarh 
bhavati? 

Translation: 701 

If you say that, it is real, then, what do you mean by saying “it is 
excluded in the form of knowledge?” 

Text: 702 

'Hdkdddl RkRTcf, R^H'Hdldd^Wdfd^hidJ ddT^T WTkikddThRcTT UIHlfd 
d^lRq|U|cjRfd ^Rd^d ^UHN^I 

sadatmataya nivartate, vijndnasaddkdrayoravyatirekat. tatasca 
rupaderasadakarata prapnoti turagavisanavaditi purvoditameva 
dusanamapadyate. 

Translation: 702 

If you say that, it is excluded as real and existent, because 
knowledge and existence of knowledge cannot be separated. Then, 
again the entities like color etc. will become non-existent, like the 
horns of horse, which is the same objection raised before. 

Text: 703 

d^T x!sK R)fc||U|cj^ Rs1Hk>Mdi dRcdvdfd, ddFT fdfTFT- 
'H-dHId.ddfd:, dd^Mxil ^ cd d -dd IR fsbd ISddWfl 
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atha asatsvabhava; tada kharavisanavad vijnanarupatarh parityajati, 
tyage vijnanasantandnupapattih, tadanupapattau caityavandanadi- 
kriya ’ narthakyam. 

Translation: 703 

If you say, it is unreal then, its character of being knowledge will 
vanish, like rabbits horn and once it is not knowledge that cannot 
be a series of knowledge and when there is no series of knowledge, 
the activities viz. the praying of ‘caitya’ will become meaningless. 

Text: 704 

Icfrsfa RshdhhdHId^Mfd:, yfd 

d^d 3Tdd%ndT4§TdTfd 

ddd>d, fefTWf fdddd[d]d4d, dd?d ddl kjd ddfcT, 

k[d ddld, dc>!-d'hMci|fdRrbol|NK|R|?|i|';-i|ld ) Mel4:1 

ito 'pi vijndnasantandnupapattih, tadutpadakavijnanasya purvapara- 
sahotpannavijnanarh prati svarupavisesad yadeva purvasahotpanna- 
vijhandpeksaya svaruparh tadeva aparavijnanapeksayapi svaruparh, 
vijhanasya niravaya[va]tvena, tatasca yatha purvasahotpanna- 
vijhanasya heturna bhavati, evamaparavijhanasyapi heturna 
bhavati, tatsvarupavyatiriktavyapdratisayasyanupalabdheh. 

Translation: 704 

For the following reason also, there cannot be a series of knowledges 
viz. the nature of the knowledge which is suppose to produce the 
series remains the same with reference to the prior and the later 
knowledges. In other words, whatever is the form of knowledge, prior 
to the series with reference to the knowledge which arises before 
the same is the form of knowledge with reference to the knowledge 
which follows. Since, knowledge does not have parts; therefore, as 
it does not become the cause of previous knowledge, so also it is 
not the cause of the following knowledge, because there is no extra 
function other than its own form. 

Text: 705 

3T&T i^4 <h I cl'TFT ddffddd: cbT 

atha purvakalabhava evatisayah tena tasya hetutvamupapadyate; 
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Translation: 705 
Clarification: 

Being at the previous moment, may be treated as the extra function 
and that is why that can be called as the cause of following 
knowledge. 

Text: 706 

PPT ^cKTlsIHebKuj yrqq^qsTTPTPT ^TPrT- 

SIHcMdV^Hi ^RWFT JTfcT klyP 5RWf; dcJddHvhl 3b|ebdl^5IMRd- 
cfTa|%FRDT PPTRI pap, ^PH‘3P^P1^5 ( i PPPPT) p^^cPp- 
atS^-H^uj y^Tcfi PTarT, PPFTPTPPWMPFPP^ ^PPWTPTPFTPPTcTcTT PPTcfl 
PPSP m P%T: I 

yadyevarh yatha devadattajndnapurvakalabhavi devadattajnana- 
kdranarh tatha sarvapurusajndndnam devadattajndnakdlotpanna- 
narh devadattajndnarh prati hetutvarh prasaktam; tatprasaktau 
anekadvipadesantaritapurusanusyu(nubhu)tdrthdnusmaranarh syat. 
tatha, svajanabhujangamadau ’(madavana)nubhutepyarthe ’nusma- 
ranarh syat. tatha, tathdgatdvaddtajnanajanyatve devadattajnana- 
namavadatata syat. tatasca sarve sarvajnah syuh. 

Translation: 706 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, suppose as the knowledge of Devadatta of previous 
moment, is the cause of the subsequent knowledge of Devadatta, 
in the same way, all knowledges of all people produced at the 
time of knowledge of Devadatta should be treated as the cause 
of the knowledge of Devadatta and if that is accepted, then, there 
should be remembrance of all things experienced by people living 
in many islands and places. Similarly, there will be remembrance 
with reference to things which were experienced by own people and 
serpents. Likewise, since knowledges of Devadatta are produced by 
pure knowledge of Buddha, the knowledges of Devadatta should 
also become pure and as a consequence of it all should become 
all-knowing. 
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Text: 707 

3T2T % 3Widdl ^cisj-dlRglHHIH, ^HldlddldsIH'lMIdHvd-d^sfcr^RxTT- 
feTFRTfcr \dPldcdld,; ^HldjIH^Mddld'hMdl d' FFTtfcTI 

atha naiva avadatata devadattadijnananam, tathagatavadata- 
jnanopadanajanyatve ’pi devadattadijndnendpi janitatvat; tajjanya- 
tvenaiva tathagatajnanasyapyavadatarupata na prapnoti. 

Translation: 707 
Clarification: 

Well, the knowledges of Devadatta will not be pure knowledges, 
because, although these knowledges of Devadatta etc. are produced 
by the pure knowledges of the Buddha, still these knowledges of 
Devadatta are also produced by the knowledges of Devadatta etc. 

Text: 708 

cRT?dK-l|cjft 3T%RFT: bdldbldVl^l 'H-dHI^MMfd:, RsIHdl: 

I ^ TRWH WTWd ^TRTcT ffcT 

Rk|kd: I 

tatascasavapi avitaragah syadasarvajnasca. itasca santana- 
nupapattih, vijnanayoh sahotpade hetuphalabhavanupapatteh. 
yadaiva kdranajnanarh vinasyati tadaiva kdryajnanarh jayata iti 
vah siddhantah. 

Translation: 708 
Reply: 

Then, the knowledge of the Buddha also cannot be said to be pure, 
because, it is also produced by the knowledge of the Buddha and in 
that case, the Buddha also cannot be said to be free from defects 
like desire etc. and as a consequence he too cannot be considered 
as all-knowing. 

Text: 709 

TRWTRM ^ fTTT?T: d^MId ^1 cbl4s1H 

rffl iRTfcT? 4,KU|5iHVMiqchlel tjq infcTI 

kTTTc^TTcRrl: RtfcrwnwrRn i wwro ^r 
3n^r(5n)wft?q%n afjdnmr fdRT?nrw: i OTdfr %cr*4?T, 
n ^TcTcT^eFiTOWb r3W^Rt||d|cfr^rc|ld[| 

Rblldeb^ n WU|'lMe|i-‘tf^nf^ I 
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karanajnanasya ca vinasah tadutpada eva. tatasca karanajnana- 
vinasakale karyajnanarh bhavati. kimuktarh bhavati? karanajha- 
notpadakala eva bhavati. tatasca sahotpannayoh hetuphalabha- 
vanupapattih ekakalodgatayoh govisanayoriva. karanajnanasya ca 
anupapa(nutpa)nnasyotpattivad anutpannasya vinasaprasangah. 
tatasca ksanamapi nopalabhyeta, upalabdhau va satatopalambha- 
prasangah, tadatmabhutavinasasya upalambhavighdtdkarttrtvdt. 
vighatakarttrtve va ekaksanopalambhasyapi anupapattiprasahgah. 
Translation: 709 

For this reason also, there cannot be series of knowledges viz. two 
knowledges are produced together, i.e. it cannot be decided, which 
one is the cause and which one is the effect. According to your 
doctrine, the moment the knowledge which is treated as cause is 
destroyed, at the same time, the knowledge which is treated as effect 
is produced. The destruction of the knowledge which is the cause, is 
itself is the effect of that cause. Thus, at the time of the destruction 
of the knowledge which is the cause, there arises the knowledge of 
effect. What do you mean by this? It means the knowledge which 
is an effect, arises at the time of knowledge, which is the cause 
and that is why it cannot be decided which of the two knowledges, 
which have arisen simultaneously, is the cause and which one is the 
effect, like two horns of a cow which have grown simultaneously 
and there will arise the contingency viz. like the production of the 
knowledge which is the cause, which is not yet produced there will 
be destruction of that which is not yet born and it will take to a 
situation that, it cannot be known even for a moment and if it is 
known, then, it will continue to be known for ever, because it being 
of the nature of destruction it does not have the capacity either 
to know or to destroy or if we accept that it has the capacity to 
destroy, then, there will arise the contingency that, it can never be 
known even for a moment. 

Text: 710 


3iar cFT (^T) 'Hdd^d®: 3FfqcrfiM; 
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atha ekaksanopalabhyasvabhavakarh sanjatarh tena (na) satatopa- 
labdhih anupalabdhirva; 

Translation: 710 
Clarification: 

In that case, it has become an entity which has the nature of being 
for a moment and therefore there can be neither its knowledge for 
ever nor non-knowledge for ever. 

Text: 7 11 

Flfa ^Tcf fef^T ta, \3dbdRdl?Wt7^ 

^fcT WTchlWlt: ^Ff f^TT?T: ^TIRI 

yadyevarh dvadasdstaksanopalabhyasvabhdvakarh sanjatarh kinna 
kalpyate? kinca, utpadavinasayorabhede sati karyakaranayoh samarn 
vinasah syat. 

Translation: 711 

Reply: 

If it is so, then, why don't you postulate it as having the nature of 
being known for twelve or eight moments? Moreover, if production 
and destruction are made identical then, there will be destruction 
of cause and effect simultaneously. 

Text: 7 12 

STIR 

SIHcdl^ fdd°ldsiHddJ" R, 3Tf^gccn^ Fap 

5lH^4ebd diddled, RS1T Wft 3h^)RdhJ ta, (f^)slHrcllcf 
5iH^4ebccii^HHH, f wrgqqiRh 

yadapyanyaduktam- “maturudaranihkrama(niskrama jnanantararh 
yadadyarh jndnarh tajjhdnantarapurvakarh jhanatvad dvitiya- 
jhanavat.” na, asiddhatvad drstantasya, dvitiyadijndnasyapi yatha 
jhanapurvakatvarh navagahayiturh paryate tatha prageva aveditam. 
kinca, yadi (ddhi)jndnatvdt jndnapurvakatvdnumdnam, na kila’va- 
bodhatmakakaranamantarena bodhatmakarh karyamupapadyate. 

Translation: 712 

You had also said the following: “the first knowledge after coming 
out of mother’s womb is also preceded by another knowledge, 
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because it is a knowledge, like the second knowledge.” This inference 
also is not correct because, here the example is not established yet. 
It is not possible to know that, the second knowledge is preceded 
by the previous knowledge (since the second knowledge is not yet 
born) and in spite of that you have mentioned it as an example. 
Moreover, your inference says that, this knowledge is preceded by 
another knowledge, because it is knowledge. But, it is not the case 
that, without the cause of the form of knowledge there can be an 
effect in the form of knowledge. 

Text: 713 

WWf- 3pft£lkh<hldR Hlellel'lcjoel'lhHlRchKUii^Mvjiiiid; 

etaccavadyam - abodhatmakadapi nildlokalocanddikdranadupa- 
jayate; 

Translation: 713 
Objection: 

But this is not proper, because, knowledge does arise from the cause 
which is not of the form of knowledge viz. from the blue thing, light, 
eyes, etc. 

Text: 714 

cKT Wtfdi f%FT cT^cBWcTT^f *T sIHKN L|R4xk-H°|ilhJ 

AhWI'KN d^cjpj cItTW feflWflcM 

ftffTT ^ 5lH|ehKdl, ^ 5f%f^TWFdMr^FTFT ’TTtfWFT - 

^TTTNcTT Plclxfd d' cj WhTTRcTT I 

tada garbhadau yadadyarh vijnanarh tadbhutasarhvatadeva bhavi- 
syati na jndnantararh parikalpaniyam. yasyanantararh yadbha- 
vati tattasya karanarh naparidrstasamarthyam, vijnanabhave 
vijndnajanyakdrata nivrtta na tu jndnakdrata, yatha indriyavya- 
paramantarenopajayamane manovijndne indriyajanydkaratd nivar- 
ttate na tu jndnakdrata. 

Translation: 714 
Reply: 

Then, the first knowledge in the womb can be from collection 
of matters and in that case, you should not postulate another 
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knowledge, as the cause of the first knowledge. It is everybody’s 
knowledge that, if X follows Y, then, Y is the cause of X. In the 
absence of knowledge, the form caused by the knowledge will not 
be there but, not the form of knowledge as in the case of knowledge 
caused by mind without the function of sense organs, the form 
produced by the sense organ is not found, no doubt, but not the 
form of knowledge. 

Text: 715 

ufe ^TWtcql^f^F^ CRT SJfbT cJSHhJHH d UIHlfd, dsHbil 

vd4RHebKU|cc||A|>|ldLI 

yadi ca sadrsat sadrsasyotpattirniyamyate tada dhumena dahana- 
numanam na prapnoti, dahanasya dhumasarupyamantarena upada- 
nakaranatvayogat. 

Translation: 715 

If you restrict similar effect from similar cause, then, you cannot 
explain inference of fire from smoke, because, in that case unless 
smoke is treated as similar to fire, fire cannot be the cause of smoke. 

Text: 716 

3Tef WrTcpf%Hcf5eqWI 

atha ruparupata sarupyamubhayoriti cet; tadihapi svalaksanarupata 
sarupyam bhutavijnanayoh, alarh paralokavijnanakalpanayd. 

Translation: 716 

If you say, there is similarity of both, in terms of similarity in form, 
then, here also there is similarity between matter and knowledge in 
terms of their being unique particulars and therefore, there is no 
need of postulating knowledge of previous birth. 

Text: 717 

3TST felWliH ‘^THT fef?T ckT ^I^MIdHchKUkcj qrf^t ftsTFT 
5TcftfcT?%(5Tcftfcr 

atha vijhanarupata bhutanarh na vidyate tena tesamupadana- 
karanatvarh nasti vijnanarh pratitisce(pratiti ce)t; 
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Translation: 717 
Clarification: 

Well, matters are not of the form of knowledge and therefore, they 
cannot be the material cause of knowledge. Since, knowledge is 
nothing but awareness. 

Text: 718 

5?Tfcr S^H'bMdl dTf^T dSH'KJ, *T d£dld,HHRI cTSJT, 

3^Hc|5iH|c;^c|5iH^c| PibqRi^i^fzfT dMldHchKU|| jchiR^H 

f^q^T^qWcfl *T rf ^§lld,4)lRrcjHfbd 3^^- 

ehKHjehlR^ ^ WdTchRcTTfcR?: ^ ^ RlsIH'bMdi, efjaf 

d^M^xll ^ 5TTHT 3ipWTO TTMFJtTCfTk, ddd,MMxl1 

(^IW) 

d^RdldRlfe:, 

ihapi dhumarupata nasti dahanasya, nopadanakdranatvam, 
tadabhave na dahananumanam. tatha, anubhavajhanadanu- 
bhavajnanasyaiva nispattirabhyupeya upaddnakdrananukaritvena 
karyasya nispatyabhyupagamat. na ca ekadesdnukaritvamasti 
tadbijasya ’ vicitratvat. anubhavakdrananukdritve ca jnanakara- 
tavirahah syat, anukaroti ca vijhdnarupatam, tena katharh 
nanubhavatmakam? tadupapattau ca prdpta anubhavaparampara 
ityatah smarananupapattih, tadanupapattau ca anumanajhana- 
syapyanupapattih, tatasca sarvavyavaharavilopaprasahgasca. evarh 
(prasangah. evarh ca) na santanasiddhih, 

Translation: 718 
Reply: 

Then, here also fire is not of the form of smoke. Therefore, fire 
cannot be the material cause of smoke and if it is not the cause of 
smoke, then, there cannot be inference of fire on the basis of smoke. 
Similarly, you should accept arising of experience from experience 
only, because, you have accepted that, an effect arises in accordance 
with its material cause. It is also not true that, an effect imitates 
its cause partially, because, the cause of an effect does not allow 
variation. If the effect viz. knowledge does not follow the form 
of experience, it will lose its knowledgehood. Therefore, it does 
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follow the form of knowledge. Therefore, how can you say, it is 
not of the form of experience and once that is explained, a chain 
of experiences is unavoidable and therefore, one can never explain 
any remembrance. 

Text: 719 

napi savikalpakanirvikalpakajnanadvairasyamasti, napi vyabhicara- 
vyabhicaradvaividhyamupapadyate saugate mate. 

Translation: 719 

Neither there can be the dichotomy of determinate and 
indeterminate knowledge. Nor can there be the dichotomy of 
erroneous and non-erroneous knowledge according to the doctrine 
of Buddhists. 

o.6 Prrt: 

[mimamsakabhimatasya pratyaksasya nirasah.J 

(Refutation of the definition of Perception as accepted by the 

MTmamsakas) 

Text: 720 

Ran, grwrf%rmi hrjpwt [vjtfa.'M.y]; 

IkdybRI cf)2F[? TdlRlcf eTSiWR, 4x1|R|t.t| ebKeb>H^Wfa4KHLNH, 

tatha, “satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanarh buddhijanma tat 
pratyaksam” [Jaimi.l.l.4j; tadapi pratyuktam. katham? etatsutram 
kadacit laksanaparam, kadacicca kdrakasamkhyapratipadanaparam, 
kadaciccanuvadaparam. 

Translation: 720 

In the same way, the definition of perception as given by the 
Purvamlmamsa system viz. “when there is proper contact with the 
sense organs (with the object) of a person there arises a perceptual 
knowledge” (Jaimini 1.1.4) can also not be justified. How is it 
so? Because, this aphorism of Jaimini is sometimes treated as a 
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statement of definition, sometimes as providing the number of cases 
and again sometimes as a restatement. 

Text: 721 

cTSTWR; ddld^RIcilfadlRd HIcHKJ 
dlfcr dlfcr WFIK^doH dFRSTT dT-FR ^cfffecFT^FJR 

c|*oi|^| 

tadyadi laksanaparam; tadavabodhasyavyabhicaritvarh navaganturh 
paryate- nadustakaranajanyatvena, napi pravrttisamarthyena, napi 
badharahitatvena, nanyatha va-sarvarh purvoditamanusmrtya vakta- 
vyam. 

Translation: 721 

If it is treated as a definition, then, the fact that such a perceptual 
knowledge has to be non-erroneous, cannot be understood. It cannot 
be understood as non-erroneous either on account of its being 
produced by defectless causes, nor can it be said to be non-erroneous 
on the ground of its capacity to produce fruitful behavior, nor it can 
be non-erroneous because, it is not contradicted, nor by any other 
way or by any other ground. All these objections should be raised 
recollecting what we discussed before. 

Text: 722 

FTftRsIH'WIcisfisrczrRT#‘HHlRdlc|dJR^, dddlRdRd 

ddlil-ddlSdf^R I dlfcr FTRfT, $RdlU|HcflRdcc||^c| | 

napi indriyarthasamprayogajatvarh vijndnasyavabodhasya carvag- 
bhagavidavagamyate, tadatmdriyatvena tadayattata ’ nadhigateh. 
napi indriyajanyatvamavaganturh paryate, indriyanamatindriya- 
tvadeva. 

Translation: 722 

A person who is observing a thing from one side does not know 
whether the contact of his sense organ is proper with the entire 
object. Since the contact is beyond the grasping capacity of a sense 
organ, he cannot know the extent of such a contact. Nor can he 
know that such a knowledge has been produced by the sense organ, 
because, he cannot see the sense-organ. 
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Text: 723 

3 rar ftf^; 3 Msfr?^r 31^11^ mRh 

^TTfcT tfjTS^TT? 

atha avabodhanyathanupapattya sannikarsaparikalpana kriyate; 
avabodhasya anyathanupapattirna bhavati ka’numa? 

Translation: 723 

If you say that, he will infer such a contact with his sense organ 
considering that without such a contact such knowledge cannot 
arise. It is not correct, because, it is not the case that such a 
knowledge cannot be explained otherwise and therefore, where is 
the question of resorting to inference? 

Text: 724 

3T21 cPRcf^recjjTgJ^; fejj cPT IcH 31 IdWldldHft cbKhKclIcf 

atha karakasarhkhyartham; kirn tena partsarhkhyatena prayojanam? 
alokadmamapi karakatvat tanyapi parisarhkhyeyani bhavanti. 

Translation: 724 

If you see this statement of Jaimini mentioned above informs about 
the number of cases or producing factors we would like to know 
what is the purpose of counting such factors, because, there are 
other factors like light, etc. they should also have been counted in 
the statement. 

Text: 725 

3T&T SRcn^RcTT; ^ 3TKI5T 

atha anuvadaparata; prasiddhasyanuvado na’prasiddhasya. naca 
adhyaksarh kvacidviditam. 

Translation: 725 

If you say that, the statement of Jaimini is a restatement. There, I 
must remind you that, a restatement is possible of only that which 
is already known and not of that which is not known. In the present 
case, perceptual knowledge is nowhere known. 

Text: 726 
Tf efl% RRdbj 
nanu loke viditam; 
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Translation: 726 
Clarification: 

Well it is known to the world. 

Text: 727 

'dRRdR' 3T^dlRddl5d^:ldlfc['!lCiyi|'l J Md RRdR, 

dddSTTdf^Tfd:, ddddddl dl^dldl^MMfri: I 

‘na viditam ’ iti brumah, avyabhicaritaya’navagateh. napi satsa- 
rhprayogajatvarh viditam, tatasca pratyaksanadhigatih, tadana- 
vagatau canuvaddnupapattih. 

Translation: 727 
Reply: 

Well, we are not saying that, it is not known, what we are saying 
that, it is not known as non-erroneous. Nor is it known that, it is 
produced by a proper contact with the sense organs, that is why, we 
say that, perceptual knowledge is not known and if it is not known, 
there cannot be any restatement of that. 

Text: 728 

^dl^d^ldld^Mfd: FldldFTmMd[l dft 5RTNH fddT 3F|dTd: PddFf, 
dfdfWRldTI 

itopyanuvadanupapattih prayojandbhdvat. nahi prayojanarh vina 
anuvadah pravartate, anudya kvacit kihcidvidhvyate pratisidhyate 
va. 

Translation: 728 

Also, restatement is not possible, because, there is no purpose 
behind it. You know very well that, without a purpose, no 
restatement occurs. It is our experience that, after restating either 
something is enjoined or something is prohibited. 

Text: 729 

H-cNlft EFT dfd Plfb-dd dfdfWRll dddFR^EFT tkdPlfh-d dddST feFTFTI- 

nanvatrdpi dharmarh prati nimittatvarh pratisidhyate. taduktam- 
“dharmarh pratyanimittam pratyaksarh vidyamanopalamhhanatvat 
samprayogajatvacca. ” 
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Translation: 729 
Clarification: 

Well, here also the cause or the ground for Dharrna is prohibited or 
negated and it has been stated “a perceptual knowledge cannot be 
the ground for the knowledge of Dharrna because, it can only reveal 
that which exists in the present time, since it is caused by proper 
contact with the sense organs.” 

Text: 730 

?T5r fe^ m pf?r Pifa-d^d pfdfpKi?r, pt 

tatra kim anyapadarthavabhasotpannarh pratyaksarh dharmarh 
prati nimittatvena pratisidhyate, kirn va dharmdvabhasotpannam, 
anutpannarh va? 

Translation: 730 

Here we have some questions: Is that perception which is produced 
in the form of appearance of something else is prohibited as the 
ground to know Dharrna, or, is it because pseudo-dharma reflects 
in it, or, is it not produced at all? 

Text: 731 

WSWT:| 

tadyadi anyapaddrthdvabhdsotpannapratyaksavyavrttih kriyate; tadd’- 
vipratipattyd sambodhayitavya jadamatayah. 

Translation: 731 

If you say, the statement of Jaimini excludes perception in which 
something else appears, then, those dull-headed should be addressed 
without any problem. 

Text: 732 

3T&r CRT HpfcT- 

eRfqqfeppDqpf H xT cZJWTPf^Tci, 3FparT ^tRht- 

c|x|HvjjPldR5lH'WlR SRfcRtSTPK^T ddid'H-lldfafa-dd Wcfl 

atha dharmya( rmd)vabodhakotpannapratyaksavydvrttih kriyate; 
tada virodhena pratyavastheyo bhavati-dharmavabodhakotpannarh 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


237 


pratyaksam, na ca dharmanimittamiti vyahatamapadisyate, anyatha 
codanavacanajanitavijnanasyapi dharmavabodhakatvena utpanna- 
syatannimittatvarh syat. 

Translation: 732 

If you say that, the perception which has arisen to reveal Dharma is 
being excluded by the statement, then, it should be counter-acted 
with opposition: it means a perceptual knowledge is produced to 
reveal Dharma and at the same time, you say, it is not the ground for 
Dharma. These are contradictory. Otherwise, even the knowledge 
arising from the statement of injunction, will not be a ground, since 
it has arisen to convey Dharma. 

Text: 733 

£Rfcfsfr?PfKct ^TTfTcT; %dDT 
dlft 'MAW'Hrdldll 

athanutpannasya dharmavabodhakatvarh nasti; kenatra pratipa- 
dyate- yannotpannarh taddharmavabodhakam? napi kamaladalava- 
bodhakarh svayamasatvat. 

Translation: 733 

If you say that, unless it is produced, how can it cause knowledge of 
Dharma? Then, who understands here “whatever is not produced 
causes the knowledge of Dharma? It cannot be the case that, a lotus 
is not born and still it causes the knowledge of petals of lotus. 

Text: 734 

5%, dd^-idybd,; ?TSH 

yadapyuktam- ’satsamprayogajatvat ’ iti, tadapyayuktam; satsampra- 
yogajatvarh yatha na bhavati tatha pragevoktam. 

Translation: 734 

You have given the ground that, it is a perceptual knowledge 
because it is produced by proper contact of the sense organ with 
the object. That is also not proper and we have already shown it 
before, how a perception cannot be said to be produced by proper 
contact. 
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Text: 735 

f^eT JT^T§t f%FT %HFlwft?wf?r''; 
Zf^cf q fef 3Tfcr g ^WTFlWf^t f%FT toTHT^ft?Pf^| 

yadapyanyaduktam- “vidyamanopalambhanatvat kila pratyaksarh 
vijnanarh vidyamanamavabodhayati”; yadyevarh na kevalarh pratya- 
ksam api tu sarvapramanotpaditarh vijnanarh vidyamanavabodha- 
kam. 

Translation: 735 

You have given another ground such as “since a perception reveals 
that which exists in present time, it is knowledge which causes the 
knowledge of existent thing.” In this connection we would like to 
say that, if it is so, then, it is not only perception, but knowledges 
produced by all process of knowing, cause the knowledge of existent 
thing. 

Text: 736 

3T£T-c|'lcMNp|d R^HHR^HHcbdciliqfclsfrWd; 

atha codanajanitarh vijnanamavidyamdnakartavydrthavabodhakam; 
yadyavidyamanam; kathamavabodhyate ? 

Translation: 736 
Clarification: 

Well, the knowledge produced by a Vedic injunction conveys that 
meaning which does not exist at the present time and which is 
required to be performed i.e. the vedic sacrifice. 

Text: 737 

3rar 3iwr?^; cfjawR^wndi? RsLHHdi wmmwm- 

sftf^TTsM^n H|Li|cjs|jtHqcjs| V l^q-d^U| 

atha avabodhyate; kathamavidyamanata? avabodhyamanatvenaiva 
vidyamanata pratyaksapramanavabodhitarthavaditi. napyavabodha- 
namavabodhyamantarena upajayate pratyaksavabodhanavat. 

Translation: 737 
Reply: 

If you say, which does not exist in the present time, then, how is its 
knowledge caused? And if the knowledge is caused by injunction, 
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then, how can it be said that it does not exist? Something it is said 
to exist when it is presented as being known like an object which is 
revealed by the means of perception. No act of knowing is possible 
without the object which is being known, like the act of perceptual 
knowledge. 

Text: 738 

3Tfq- rr x|kH|c|x|HvjlPldR5lH'W 3lfc|^HHRfc|i|cc|ldL- 

WlWfl MdldhHlMchKthlSibTNT 

WdlilHIHlMchKchlsff^]^^, efsSt d cf^Rl dT cfxTcZTTsffow^ 

dkdldd'H: I to, dlddl^Pld f%FT eh^cildIaJtot cp d^towt 
fdfcr^TT? 

api ca codanavacanajanitavijnanasya mithyatvamupapadyate, 
avidyamanavisayatvat kesondukajnanavat. kesondukavijnanasyapi 
pratiyamdnopakdrakdrthdbhave mithyatvam, tadihapi pratiyama- 
nopakdrakartho[na]styeva, katharh na mithyatvam? tadanvaye 
va kartavyarthavisayatvarh pratihiyeta codanavacasah. kihca, 
codanajanitam vijhanam kartavyatarthavisayarh va tadabhava- 
visayarh nirvisayarh va? 

Translation: 738 

Moreover, if what you say is accepted, then, the knowledge arising 
from the Vedic injunction will become a false knowledge, because, 
it reflects an object which does not exist, like the knowledge of 
thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a person who 
comes into the shade from the sun. As a matter of fact, even the 
knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for a 
person who comes into the shade from the sun, will become false 
if there is no element which causes such perception. And here also, 
there is nothing which prompts the knowledge of Dharma to arise 
and so how is the knowledge arising from a Vedic injunction not 
false? If this is the way we are construing the Vedic injunction, 
then, the Vedic injunction will lose its content which is presented 
as some activity to be performed. Moreover, we would like to ask 
whether the content of the knowledge which arises from a Vedic 
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injunction is an activity which is to be performed or is the content 
absence of that or there is no content at all? 

Text: 739 

c|xTcJJcTT8|fcrwf; ckfT cbRI 4dhH^c| Wcfkdycbfcldccllb fwi- 
dldlRdcfl 

tadyadi kartavyatarthavisayam; tada tasya vartamanataiva pratityu- 
tkalitatvad vidyamanatoyadivat. 

Translation: 739 

If you say, it has a content which is presented as an activity to be 
performed, then, that activity is known to exist in the present time 
from that understanding, like water in the present time (presented 
by the erroneous perception of water in the mirage). 

Text: 740 

dkll^wdlAWHd vHdKdlRdl PlfaxH 

toyaderapratvyamanatvarh svasattadhumadagnau sati janakatvadina 
nimittena 

Translation: 740 

(The sentence is defective, hence not translated.) 

Text: 741 

lid^d cpawRtWHdl? 

etacced vidyate; kathamavidyamanata? 

Translation: 741 

And if it is there, how can it be said that it does not exist? 

Text: 742 

3TSld^‘H|c|R'lilT; cfwfq Raided Icfd' <bd r cildll 

atha tadabhavavisayam; tasyapi svena rupena vidyamanatvat na 
kartavyata. 

Translation: 742 

If you say that, the content arising from the Vedic injunction, is 
absence of that, then, that also i.e. absence also exists in present 
time in its own form, but it cannot be an object for performance. 
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Text: 743 

*T Clfi d)ddT WoHlcj^f^T 3Tfq" g f¥dW dddZJd[l 

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi codana karttavyavabodhika api tu 
nirvisaya ityevarh vaktavyam. 

Translation: 743 

If you say that, the understanding of the Vedie injunction has no 
content at all, then, you should say that the Vedic injunction does 
not convey any act to be performed. But it is contentless. 

Text: 744 

£RTT dddST ^FTMT^TI 

evarhsthite yatha pratyaksarh vidyamanopalambhakarh tatha anya- 
nyapi pramandni. 

Translation: 744 

When this is the situation, it is proper to say that, as a perceptual 
knowledge reveals something existent, in the same way, the other 
knowledges arising from other processes of knowing also reveal 
something which is existent. 

Text: 745 

JFWf, Td tHiunlwn *tt d ddfcr, 

^WTd^mTcfl 3FJdlddWfd d ddfcT, ddT dfdd^fwiddd^: I 

buddhijanma pratyaksam, naca buddhyavagame pramanamasti. 
pratyaksavaseya sa na bhavati, svayamanabhyupagamat. anumana- 
gamyapi na bhavati, taya pratibaddhalinganavagateh. 

Translation: 745 

You have said that perception is knowledge that arises, but you 
do not find any proof for the knowledge of such perception. 
That knowledge cannot be determined by perception, because, 
you too hold the same view (according to the Bhatta school of 
Purvamlmamsa - knowledge is not perceived but it is inferred.) 
This cannot be known by inference either, because we do not know 
any ground which has invariable concomitance with the object of 
inference viz. knowledge. 
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Text: 746 

3121 3T2ffqwi udkcl; f^-E[dI2lf^21Fjqwif, 3TT^t dgMIdHlRdlHIhW- 

gqwn, bidci«ii«n^raii^4cAii di? 

atha arthdpattyd pratiyate; kim-ghatarthanyathanupapattya, aho tadu- 
paddnaparitydgdnyathdnupapattyd ghatavabodhanyathanupapatya va? 

Translation: 7 46 

If you say that, perception can be known by process of implication, 
there we would like to know whether without postulating the 
knowledge of pot, the pot cannot be explained or whether without 
postulating knowledge giving up of the material cause of the 
pot cannot be explained or without postulating knowledge the 
knowledge of the pot cannot be explained? 

Text: 747 

croft ddgcbR, d - afeebliiT ETC:, 3lfr g cRcbWfl 

tadyadi ghatarthanyathanupapattya; tadayuktam, na buddhikaryo 
ghatah, api tu buddhiriha tatkarya. 

Translation: 747 

If you say without postulating the knowledge of pot, the pot cannot 
be explained, that is not proper, because, pot is not effect of 
knowledge. Rather, the knowledge of pot is produced by the pot. 

Text: 748 

3121 b|cilMldHMR^HIkd2ild,MMTdl gfeMlWmi fdFRl; ddgF, 

sleiddl ^?Tt 

gf^Fd^ dl dgM L cidldl dcilMIdHNRdJHIlil ?Ff ^Tf^Wlfafrl: 1 

dW lFSF2]i|^UH-d^u| Piddldi pfC RfddlrlWFf^l 312|fMfddl-d, ddd,MMxl1 
^RdcbeMdlR gEfell 

atha ghatopaddnaparitydganyathanupapattya buddhiparikalpana 
kriyate; tadayuktam, buddhisvarupasydnekakdlantardvasthandyogat 
arthapatternirvisayatvam. kenapi balavata prerito buddhimantarena 
va tadupaplavadva ghatopadanaparityagaya ghatate tena sandi- 
gdha'rthapattih. naca sambandhagrahanamantarena niyatayarh 
buddhau pratipattirupapadyate. arthapattitastu tadanupapattau 
indriyakalpanapi durghata. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


243 


Translation: 748 

If you say, without postulating knowledge giving up of the material 
cause of the pot cannot be explained, that also is not proper, 
because, the form of the knowledge cannot continue to exist for a 
longer time and as such the knowledge by implication will become 
contentless. Without the knowledge being prompted by some strong 
factor or because of confusion, there occurs the elimination of the 
material cause of a pot and therefore, this may lead to a doubtful 
pre-supposition. It is not the case that without the knowledge of 
relationship, there can be awareness of a specific knowledge and if 
that does not happen through the process of pre-supposition then, 
even the postulation of sense organ will be a difficult task. 

Text: 749 

3T&T 3ra5frSfRT81lj44cA|| ffF^fcT; d'KIlft ^ 

dTfwr, ^sTOsfr?wf?r? 3icjsfr^ gfe dT^Fi^rr, 

3Msfr^^R5lH?Ts^PTi fffZfTT I 

atha avabodhanyathanupapatya buddhiparikalpana kriyate; 
tasyapi buddhya saha sam.bandho nasti, kathamavabodhayati? 
avabodhe cdvagate pratyaksavagataiva buddhih navabodhagamya, 
avabodha- buddhivijndnasabddnarh paryayatvadavabudhyate jnayata 
ityeko rthah. 

Translation: 749 

If you say, without postulating knowledge, the knowledge of the pot 
cannot be explained, that also is not proper, because, even that does 
not have relationship with the knowledge. Then, how can it cause 
the knowledge of that. Once the knowledge is understood, it means 
that knowledge is directly perceived and not by the knowledge 
of pre-supposition. The terms avabodha, buddhi and vijnana are 
synonymous and all the three have one meaning viz. knowledge. 

0.7 ^§M§1WT pKbHhJ 

[sdrhkhyasammatasya pratyaksalaksanasya nirasanam.] 

(Refutation of the definition of Perception as accepted by the 
Sahkhyas) 
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Text: 750 

?ran sfaTf^T(cF>)yuTFTT ?]S^- 

f^TWcfjRcFn RmRuiih'I ^3T^TTftsfcT?ll ^TT ^TFfa^RT 
fTHW fcTWIW ; W%^TT rTI "wft *M wfm^TTfwt5-?4- 

?TTfW:|” (WT. T3. ^o) iRI cRTf^ Sl^lR^: cfT 

fcrwnfeftftft y^r^wiHlfdi 

tatha “srotradivrttiravikalpika ” etadapi pratyuktam; srotradika(ka)- 
rananarh sabdadivisayakarataya viparinamo vrttisabdenabhidhi- 
yate. sa canekaprakara bhavati-samyagjnanarupa viparyayajna- 
nasandeharupa ca. taduktam- “tamo moho mahamohastamisro 'n- 
dhatamisrah'’ (Bhavasarh. u. 3.10) ityadi. tadyadi srotradivrtteh 
pratyaksatvam; tada viparyayadivrtterapi pratyaksatvam prapnoti. 

Translation: 750 

In the same way, the statement of the Samkhya philosophers 
viz. “an indeterminate knowledge is the modification of the mind 
through the sense organs viz. ears etc.” is also refuted. The term 
vrtti stands for the modification of the instruments such as ears 
etc. in the form of their content viz. sound etc. Such modifications 
are of various types viz. of the form of true cognition, in the form 
of erroneous cognition, in the form of doubt. It has been said in the 
same system-“ignorance, delusion, great delusion, confusion, great 
confusion, etc.” Now, if the modification of the senses such as ears 
etc. is called perception, then, the modification such as illusion etc. 
should also be called perception. 

Text: 751 

3TST 3RTf§d4<j)4KH f^lcl; dcf ^ *T ^ 3T TeMHI, cT&TTfcr 

aisjftriiRd frnj pprf%^TT.i 

atha abadhitapadopadanarh kriyate; tat sutre na sruyate. bhavatu 
vd tasya kalpana, tathapi avyabhicdritvarh jnaturh na sakyate. tacca 
naiyayikapratyaksalaksanadhikare prapancitam. 

Translation: 751 

If you add a clause viz. that which is not “contradicted” that is not 
found in the original aphorism in the original text of the system. 
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Or, granting that you add the clause, still how can you know that 
the perceptual cognition is non-erroneous? We have elaborately 
discussed this in the section discussing the definition of perception 
as given by the Naiyayikas. 

Text: 752 

fbwfw dxldkhddl kRnjhft 

^fwflf^TT ^rafcTI dTT?^ ^TIIIT «T cb^ ^ftf: I 

yadi cavyabhicaripadena viparyayarupa vrttirapodyate 
tattadatmataya vyavasthita samyagrupapi vrttirapodita bhavati. 
tatasca samgrahya na labkyate vrttih. 

Translation: 752 

If by the word “non-erroneous” an illusory perception is excluded, 
then, in that form even the established true cognition, will become 
excluded and in that case, no cognition will be left to be included 
in the category of perception. 

Text: 753 

3T2T kRTtp' fftffe WbUT; d - cFScf, fcM 

^b^R^ldhJ wf% W551 s^Rdld f*T£Rl W: I 

epst fdkt ifc:? $ Reefed flu^ri $RA||ci|fa^kcj ^ 

^Ri| |cij R dldel'l^ddcildldi WK1 ^cF^: 

^ ^RdldbSfFT ddciRRrblill fcb 3^-SiFRF‘Wd;, ^ 

ddl^d^Hld,MMfd:| 

atha samyagrupa vrttiriha samgrahya; tadapohya na labhyate, 
vrttinarh svarupaikatabhyupagamat. bhedanabhyupagame cabkyu- 
petahanam. nahi bhavatarh pakse indriyad bhidyante vrttayah. 
taccedabhinnam, katharh vrttinarh bhedah? bhedabhyupagame 
indriyaikatvam hiyate. indriyavyatirekitvarh na vaktavyam. indri- 
yavyatirekitve 'bhyupagamyamane nilalohitaghatadinarh sarvada 
upalambhah syat, indriyavasthane tadavyatiriktdya vrtteh avastha- 
nasambhavat, tatsambhave ca ghatadyanupalambhanupapattih. 

Translation: 753 

If you say that, by perception you should include a true cognition 
then, nothing remains to be excluded because, cognitions are 
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accepted as having uniform form and if you do not accept difference 
in cognitions, then, you will lose your accepted position. According 
to your doctrine the cognitions are not differentiated from the senses 
and therefore, if this is identical, how can there be difference in 
cognitions? and if you accept difference, that the sense organ is 
one, will be lost. You should not say that, it is not different from 
the senses, because, if you accept that, it is not different from the 
senses, one will always find objects like blue pot, red pot etc. If 
the sense organ exists, the cognition which is not different from its 
modification, will also be there and when that is there, you cannot 
establish the absence of pot etc. 

Text: 754 

3TST dfl ‘WIT T% 

TjfRTeT tjcf cfT cTcTSd' WWfTWT WWdd.McbSft' few!? 

dlf^TT fM^TT dfcRf^cTI 

atha vrttisadbhavepi anupalabdhih; na kadacidupalabdhih 
syat, nahi bhavatarh pakse kincidapurvarh jayate purvarh va 
niruddhyate. tatasca sarvasya’stitve upalabdhyanupalabdhi kirhkrte? 
sadopalabdhiranu[pa]labdhirva. nahyevarh vadino dvitiya gatirasti. 

Translation: 754 

If you say, in spite of there is modification of the senses, there 
can be absence of knowledge of a pot. In that case, the occasional 
knowledge of a thing cannot be explained. Because, according to 
your doctrine, there is nothing which is produced new. Or, there is 
anything which is stopped. Therefore, when everything is there, how 
to explain knowledge and absence of knowledge of a thing, or this 
may lead to constant knowledge of presence or constant knowledge 
of absence. There is no way out for those who hold such a view. 

Text: 755 
WTdT(dT:)? 

kinca, sabdadaya upalabhyante kimanupalabhyasvabhdvd upala- 
bhyante ahosvidupalabhyasvabhdvafvah) ? 
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Translation: 755 

Moreover, we hear sound, there the question arises, is it the fact that 
we hear sound which is of the nature of something which cannot be 
known? or we hear sound which has the nature of being something 
which can be known? 

Text: 756 

3kfqcT> ; ^‘hTT[ 

3i^ran TTRfl 

tadyadi anupalabhyasvabhdva upalabhyante; tada upalabdhih 
katham? yadi anupalabhyasvabhdvdh katham upalabhyeran? anyatha 
atmaderapyupalabdhih syat. 

Translation: 756 

There, if you say the sounds which are of the nature of not being 
known, are heard, then, how is it heard? Because, if it is of the 
nature of that which can be known, then, how can they be heard? 
Otherwise, entities like soul etc. can also be known. 

Text: 757 

3T&T f3> <Mc||eb|$U| f 3TT^tf^ 

3TTTRkcT^T? 

atha upalabhyasvabhdvd upalabhyante; anupalabdhih katham? kirn 
tenaivakarena, ahosvid akarantarena? 

Translation: 757 

If you say, they are heard because they are of the nature of being 
known, then, how to explain the knowledge of its absence? There 
also the question arises, whether it is not known in the same form 
or in some other form? 

Text: 758 

Tjfe ct%T STTchl^JJ 3id,Md®:; 31d,Mdf^T HIHlfd, ^felsSfl 3T 

yadi tenaiva akarena anupalabdhih; atmaderapi anupalabdhirna 
prapnoti, upalabdhau va bijantararh vacaniyam. 
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Translation: 758 

If you say, it is not known in the same form, then, even entities like 
soul etc. cannot be said to be not known and if it is known, then, 
it should state some other reason or ground for that. 

Text: 759 

3TSj|<bkhd^U| ?T^I^MdWTHTS^^hHdl: ?T^T- 

dildKdll'H 3TTFTTSci| R Rrbl I 

atha akarantarena nopalabhyante; tathapi upalabhyamana’nupa- 
labhyamanayoh naikatvam, sabdatmakarayoriva, nahi upalabhya- 
svabhavdcchabdadanupalabhyasvabhava atma ’vyatirikto drstah. 

Translation: 759 

If you say that, in other form it is not known, even then, that which 
is being known and that which is not known, cannot be identical, 
like the forms of sound and soul. It is not the case that, the soul 
which is of the nature of not being known is identical with the sound 
which is of the nature of being known. 

Text: 760 

3T&T cR%T5f^i ci| iM- 41 M el ®:; dd-ddMddPWib: xH4dHd(^)T-STFTT^ 

'Hdd'md©TTW:l 

atha tasyaiva’bhivyaktasyopalabdhih; tatsvarupavadabhivyakteh sar- 
vadanava(davaJsthanat satatopalabdhiprasangah. 

Translation: 760 

If you say, the same thing when manifest is known, then, it means 
that like its own form the manifestation is not present always and 
in that case it will lead to the contingency of knowing always at all 
time. 

Text: 761 

3T&T fd^TSTFr ddddMdldld^lcf ^Hddld^d^HfKH#:, 

Id IhJ dTT^-'^ldl^d^ ^ 
%T(qT)eT>4' ffci Wcfl cTSJT, 

^4ddR FUlHlRl 

atha tirodhane sati anupalabdhih; tada tatsvarupataddtmyat sata- 
tanupalambhaprasangah, ubhayorva’vasthane samamupalambhd’nu- 
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palambhau syatam. tatasca- ‘idanimupalabhe purvarh nopa(pa)labhe ’ 
iti vyavaharavirahah syat. tatha, ‘purvamupa(pa)labhe idanirh nopa- 
labhe ’ ityetadapi na prapnoti. 

Translation: 761 

If you say that, when there is disappearance, there will be knowledge 
of absence then, because of its identity with its form there will arise 
the contingency of the knowledge of its absence always. Again, if 
both exist at one and the same time, then, there will be knowledge 
of presence and knowledge of absence simultaneously. Thereby, it 
will lead to the denial of our experiential behavior viz. “I did not 
see it before, but I see it now.” Similarly, we cannot say, “I saw it 
before and I do not see it now.” 

Text: 762 

3T&r 3iwrtwr ^rfrr i 

atha avayavopacaye sati upalambhah; tasya sarvada bhavat 
sarvadopalambhaprasangah. 

Translation: 762 

If you say, when there is growth in the form, there will be the 
knowledge of presence. Then, it will lead to its knowledge always 
because it will continue to exist always. 

Text: 763 

3T&T >HcA|hJ4d«T: ; OT: ^TT?f >Hdd)4d«TOW: I 

atha svalaksanapustau satyamupalambhah; tasyah sarvada satvat 
satatopalambhaprasangah. 

Translation: 763 

If you say, when own characteristics are present, there will 
knowledge of presence, then, since it always be there, there will 
be always knowledge of presence. 

Text: 764 

3T&T TR-SJTdloW TTcgdePh:; d>Wlft 

Tmrii ctftr PifaxH dTh d^r ‘hwr 

'Hdd)4d«TOW:l 
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atha sarhsthanotkarse satyupalambhah; tasyapi sarvada vidyamana- 
tvat satatopalabdhih syat. tasmad yena yena nimittena upalambha- 
parikalpana, tasya tasya sarvada bhavat satatopalambhaprasahgah. 

Translation: 764 

If you say, if there is growth in the structure of a thing there will be 
knowledge of the thing, then, since it will always be there, there will 
always be knowledge of the thing. Therefore, on whatever ground 
you postulate the knowledge of presence, since that ground exists 
always, there will always be the knowledge of the thing. 

Text: 765 

3TS1 cTWW?TFP PMTJIcF'TTSg- 

WT: TmTfl 

atha desakalakarakapabandhadanupalambhah; tada tasyapaban- 
dhasya sarvada bhavadanupalambha’nuparamah syat. 

Translation: 765 

If you say that, when there is disassociation of space, time 
and factor, there will be knowledge of absence. Then, such a 
disassociation will always be there and the knowledge of absence 
in that case will never cease. 

Text: 766 

hx^fx^TTcfl 

tatha, indriyanamapi karanarupata nopalabhyate phalavaikalyat. 

Translation: 766 

Similarly, we do not see the instrumentality of the sense organs 
because they do not produce any results. 

Text: 767 
^ 3Tf^r ftsTFT Wf; 
nanu asti vijhanarh phalam; 

Translation: 767 
Clarification: 

Well, there is result viz. the cognition. 

Text: 768 

*T, cTCH R^hHccllcfl fWTFWt: %TWT, paiT piPFP 

qWRWT^FTT PTI pft 3TPPT 3P^TFcPTP ^1# PPhef PT, pap ?PTfP 
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3fusfcit m d wr g^irri to, ^MidiR tor, cm4-?to 

toffwf, ^cijfdRib cTT? 

na, tasya sarvada vidyamanatvdt. sarvada vidyamanayoh hetu- 
phalabhavo nopapadyate, yatha gunanarh parasparamatmabhedanarh 
va. nahi atma atmantarasya heturbhavati tatphalarh va, tatha ihapi 
anadyantd satta na phalarh heturva ucyate. kinca, bhujaladi anekarh 
karyarh-tatkirh gunatrayad vyatiriktam, avyatiriktarh va? 
Translation: 768 
Reply: 

It is not true, because, that result is always there. When two things 
always exist one cannot be the cause of the other or the effect of 
the other e.g. the qualities or the mutual differences of the selves. 
It is not the case that one self is the cause of another self or one self 
is the effect of another self. In the same way, here also the existence 
without a beginning and an end cannot be said to be either effect 
or cause. Moreover, there are many effects such as earth, water etc. 
Are these effects different from the three ingredients or constituents 
of nature or identical with them? 

Text: 769 

toft czrfMWf; dlRtbR, 3RTlfto ^TT? 

tadyadi vyatiriktam; tatkirh tattvikam, atattvikarh va? 

Translation: 769 

If you say, they are different, there the question arises, whether it 
is real or unreal? 

Text: 770 

toft *T crff d,U|qi| v miqH^4cp^ cleft 3TRWR5Wfl R % 

yiraftuj 3Addhlsfft dfedchl4'WI d 

dTI 

tadyadi tattvikam; na tarhi gunatrayopadanapurvakam, tato bhinna- 
tvad atmasvarupavat. na ca gunatrayena saha anyatamo ’pi samba- 
ndha upapadyate tadbhinnakaryasya. na matramatrikasambandhah, 
napi sahacarasahacariftajbhavah, napi nimittani(nai)mittikabhavah, 
upakdryopakarakabhavo va. 
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Translation: 770 

If you say, it is real, then, it is not the fact that, it is preceded 
by the material cause viz. the three ingredients, because it is 
different from them like the nature of the self. Not even a single 
relationship is tenable with an effect which is different from those 
three ingredients. Such a relation can neither be relation of part 
and whole, nor associate and associated, nor cause and effect, nor 
helper and helped. 

Text: 771 

3?ar Sldira'cbhj cfjST ^ 2UT5RT wdkcl, tj,U|di)U| ^ FF^Idj-Wxl:? 

*T xT 'dd'ddl: d^Filcf Hld,HHId 

^uidilhRlMfrl: I ^Tlfcr WFI&W goMEnWJ, ^WFT^FFTTcfl 

3WHT WT WT ^TSh^fcT I 

cWFt xT d - FTcFT, *T yJTWfl 

atha atattvikam; katharh tena gunatrayarh pratiyate, gunatrayena 
saha sambandhanupapatteh? na ca sadasatoh sambandha upapadyate 
atmakhalavisanayoriva. tadabhavat nanumanad gunatrayaprati- 
pattih. napi pratyaksena gunavadharanam, svayamanabhyupagamat. 
taduktam- 

gunanarh paramarh ruparh na drstipathamrcchati, 
yattu drstipathapraptarh tanmayeva sutucchakam. 

tadanavagame ca na bhogyena bhokturanumanam. tatasca natma, 
na gunatrayam. 

Translation: 771 

And if you say that, it is unreal, then, how is it that the 
three ingredients are known there? Because, there cannot be a 
relationship with the three ingredients and the effect. It is not 
the case that there can be a relationship between existent and 
non-existent, like the self and the horns of a rabbit and once that 
is not there through inference also the three ingredients can be 
justified. The three ingredients cannot be known by perception, 
because you yourself do not accept this. As the statement goes 
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- “the real form of the three ingredients is not visible by eyes and 
what is visible to the eyes is the insignificant illusive object (maya).” 
And once those three ingredients are not known, that cannot be 
the inference of the enjoyer on the basis of the object of enjoyment. 
This amount to saying that, there is no self and there are no three 
ingredients (gunas). 

Text: 112 

3T2T 3ioqfr|R^ ; 31dlf^Ml3T? 

atha avyatiriktam; tatkim-tattvikam, atattvikam va? 

Translation: 112 

If you say, it is identical, then, question arises whether it is real or 
unreal? 

Text: 113 

dfd d I lwbt>T; ddT WffuTFTTft^l^ ^U|HHUwR>H\siUldl I ddSd' 

JUTT:' q c|rbci|^| 

yadi tattvikam; tada kdrydnamaparisarhkhyeyatve gunanama- 
pyaparisankkyeyatd. tatasca 'trayo gunah ’ iti na vaktavyam. 

Translation: 113 

If you say, it is real, then, since the effects are innumerable the 
ingredients are also to be postulated as innumerable. And in that 
case, you should not say that there are three ingredients. 

Text: 114 

3T&r JJUTHT ter d^T WWlft HIHlfd, 3TFFdt 

atha gunanarh tritvam; tada karyasyapi tritvarh prapnoti, anantyarh 
hvyate. 

Translation: 114 

If you say, ingredients are only three, then, effects also should 
be only three. And in that case, the effects cannot be said to be 
innumerable. 

Text: 115 

?T&TT, TTWr 1^1 JDTFTFTft 5^31^1 

tatha, karyasya pratyaksatve gunanamapi pratyaksatvam. 
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Translation: 775 

Similarly, if an effect is perceivable, the ingredients also should be 
perceivable. 

Text: 776 

fefc fwi 30 m 3TeFf 3F^RT?lfdiMRh|U|- 

t?W^lWFTfq^TWTf^^l 

kirn visayarh pradhananumanam? gunatrayarh pradhanam, 
tacca upalabdham alam anvayasaktiparimdnavaisvarupyopakdryo- 
pakarakadisadhanena. 

Translation: 776 

What is the object of inference of the gross matter? You say the 
gross matter has three ingredients. These ingredients are known, 
then, enough of the factors such as, relation, potentiality, measure, 
universality, helping factors and those which are helped! 

Text: 777 

3T&T tTSfPfT; ddci|fdRxb Wlft 

wracii 

atha nopalabhyate pradhanam; tadavyatiriktarh karyamapi nopala- 
bhyeta, tadabhavanna purusasiddhirupapadyate. 

Translation: 777 

If you say, pradhana is not known, then, one should not find an 
effect identical with that. And in the absence of pradhana, it is not 
possible to establish the self. 

Text: 778 

3TSI31dl[wb|^; 31dlR^^TId^ < TTdTd;^RlRH^1 JFfFFffTcTI 

ddfbl^l M^dlRHlSAMcf WTbhWTT I 

atha atattvikam; tada gunatrayasyapi atdttvikatvam. tadabhavat na 
citsiddhau pramanamasti. tadasiddhau paralokino ’bhavat paraloka- 
bhdvah. 

Translation: 778 

If you say, it is unreal, then, the three ingredients also will become 
unreal. In the absence of that, there will be no proof to establish 
consciousness. And if consciousness is not established, then, there 
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will be no people going to the next world and once they are not 
there, there will not be even the next world. 

Text: 779 

tadevarh pratyaksarh nopapadyate. 

Translation: 779 

This is how; one cannot establish any perceptual cognition. 

0.8 Pl'WHT 

[naiyayikabhimatasyanumanasya nirasanam] 

(Refutation of the definition of inference as accepted by the 
Naiyayikas) 

Text: 780 

3TST Sdl'flHjHH Rlx||4cl-f% y.H'ld.HHH.? “ddi<Wl 

cparR? HA|HlRoi|N|^U| ^T?£Plt: f^U?T, 

rFT W TOR:, dfdWTcT tedDdfct^TdR; d^=RR czrrfFRWlR, ^1#- 
TR^WT'TrR WT§l5lHhd,hH fd^RldRI cf^HRl dW'TRT dd^blxdldj 
cfjR^t fdHT cm efl% ^ %f?T d^RTdTcf 

TcJFt cTT WlfSchf^fcfKcra^: | “3Tfi^|c|>HH'Wr 

a^Tsicfiicdidir' 

atha idammanumanarh vicaryate-kirh punaranumanam? “tatpurva- 
kamanumanam” [Nyayasu.1.1.5] katham? kathyate- rasavatipra- 
dese nayanadivyaparena dahanadhumayoh sambandhavadharanarh 
kriyate, tena ca sarhskarah, taduttarakalarh dvitiyalihgadarsanam; 
tadanantararh vyaptismaranam, vyaptismarananantararh paramar- 
sajhanamanumanarh lingasacivam. tadabhave tasyabhavah tatpur- 
vakatvat. nahi karanarh vina karyarh loke bhavaddrstam, pratya¬ 
ksarh ca karanarh giyate tadabhdvdt kathamanumanaklrptih, klrptau 
va karyd ’ kasmikatvaprasahgah. pratyaksdbhavamahgikrtya uktam- 
“avinabhavasambandhasya grahitumasakyatvdt. ” 

Translation: 780 

Let us now discuss; inference. What is an inference? The Nyaya 
Sutra defines inference as “that which is preceded by perception.” 
How can this definition work? Let us elaborate. In a kitchen 
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one comes to know the relationship between fire and smoke 
through the function of eyes. That knowledge produces impression. 
At a subsequent time, the person observes the smoke second 
time. Thereafter, there arises the remembrance of the relationship 
of invariable concomitance (between smoke and fire). After the 
remembrance of this invariable concomitance, there arises the 
confirmatory knowledge along with the ground smoke and this is 
called inference. (In the definition mentioned above), it has been 
said that inference is preceded by perception. It means that in the 
absence of the perception, there will be absence of inference. No one 
has seen in the world, that, there arises an effect without a cause. In 
this context of inference, you say that perception is the cause. And 
so in the absence of the perception, how can inference be known? 
And if it is known, it implies that an effect can arise without a 
cause. Having accepted the absence of perception it has been said 
“it is impossible to know the relation of invariable concomitance.” 


Text: 781 

-fSjj ^HTdcf- 

Wfl:, FHI^HdWffaf? 

itopyavinabhavasambandhagrahananupapattih-kirh sam.anyayossa- 
mbandhavadharanam aho svalaksanayoh sdmanyasvalaksanayorva? 


Translation: 781 

For the following reason also, it is not possible to know the 
invariable concomitance relationship. Because the question arises, 
is it the knowledge of relationship between two universals? Or, is it 
the knowledge of relationship between two particulars? Or, is it a 
relationship between a universal and a particular? 


Text: 782 

dddybhj I ddd,MMfd§^ 

UH'ldlMmRdll HTft FI FT hd H Hlft TdcTWfT:, 

^T?^ci|d)ldHH^dlT, 3TfFFI^Id,dlfbPlfb-dl5FF‘qcri^ri H^Flsfcr 3TFT- 
^iN-dlSdfd^x):, 3l(d^xl1 dHNHrbl ^ ^ FFf- 

-smsttwi? 
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tadyadi samanyayoh sambandhavadharanam; tadayuktam; sama- 
nyanupapatteh. tadanupapattisca pragevopapadita. napi samanya- 
svalaksanayoh, samanydsambhavadeva. napi svalaksanayoh, daha- 
nadhumavyaktinamanantyat, abhinndnekdnugaminimittd’sambha- 
vacca. tadbhave'pi dnantyasyd’nativrtteh, ativrttau va bhava- 
bhavaprasangah, tatprasaktau ca vada idanirh kasya sambandha- 
vadharanam? 

Translation: 782 

There, if you say that, here the relationship between two universals 
is decided, that will not be proper. Because, there is nothing 
called universal and we already demonstrated before how it is 
difficult to establish an entity called universal. Nor can there be 
relationship between universal and a particular on the same ground 
of impossibility to establish an entity called universal. Nor can 
there be relationship between two particulars, because there are 
innumerable fire individuals and innumerable smoke individuals 
and there is no possibility of an entity which can be the ground by 
which the identical individuals can be brought together. Accepting 
that, that is there, the fault of endless regress cannot be prevented 
and if it is prevented, still there will arise the contingency of that 
entity being positive and negative at one and the same time and 
if that is the consequence, tell us whose relationship are you going 
to know? 

Text: 783 

'dd ^r^TtscrqTt^, 3^fcRBHTc[l ^ dWd°|iHH'b-l 
wdliWHd ^iwrf?rawi^i srtsit ft trft %tf 1 wdlAWK) 

desakalasvabhdvaviprakarsacca na vyaktmdm sambandhavadhara- 
naya alarh pratyaksam. na ca sambandhigrahanamantarena samba- 
ndhabuddherupapattih tadadhikaranatvat sambandhatadbuddhyoh. 
na ca sambandhagrahanasamaye sarve sambandhino 'vabhanti, 
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apratibhasanat. na capratvyamanasya pratiyamanatvam kalpayitum 
nyayyam, atiprasangat. anyatha hi rasane vijnane rase pratiyamane 
rupamapi kalpyarh syat. 

Translation: 783 

Because of the distance in space, time and nature, the perception 
is not capable of deciding the relationship of individuals. Moreover, 
unless the relata are known, the relationship cannot be known, 
because, the relation and its knowledge are based on them. It is 
also not the case that at the time of knowing the relationship, all 
the relata are known because they do not appear before us. It is 
also not proper to postulate something as being known when it is 
not being known because, it will lead to unwanted consequence. 
Otherwise, in the perception of taste, when the taste is known, one 
will have to postulate there color also. 

Text: 784 

'HlPlfd M.; 

atha avindbhdvasamhandhagrahanakdlopalaksitakatipayavyaktmdrn 
sambandhavadhdranam, na sarvasamiti cet; 

Translation: 784 
Clarification: 

If we say that at the time of knowledge of the invariable 
concomitance, the relationship of only few individuals is known, 
not of all individuals. 

Text: 785 

cTRTFfa dhdKcj dhdKHIdJ df? 3FFFT dddwcHfcd, 

3TfcTRWTcll d vSTT^ ^ddxTddd^d^F^ dnfl FcTfdt Wddyd^ fddH- 

yadyevarh tasameva gamakatvarh nanyasam. nahi anyasya samba- 
ndhe anyasya gamakatvamasti, atiprasangat. na jatu devadatta- 
nayanaghatasambandhe jate jaladau jnanamutpadyate niyatadesa- 
kalasvabhdva 'yogitvdt. 
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Translation: 785 
Reply: 

If you say so, then, only those individuals can become the ground 
for inferential knowledge and not the other individuals. It is not a 
fact that, if the relationship is known with something that can be 
the ground for knowing something else, because this will lead to 
the fault of over-application. It is not the case that when the eyes of 
Devadatta are connected with a pot, he gets the knowledge of water. 

Text: 786 
WIFI.Wcfl 

svabhava . syat. 

Translation: 786 

(.The text is broken and hence does not make any sense.) 

Text: 787 

3TR*TT^r ^ 3FWTT5WfKd ddl4)Kci|fd^|<^| FT 

wl ttesrcPT.Tmd;i ^ r 

3TfMcrf^Wra^, HIMellon pzft: *F«Ffc|Hc|J|^: | cRWTfcT^ 
fT?TT%Wd,edcdldJ Td4)hMRR-iR|-d1 

tTWTRI cTFTT^ ?£TT . feM'ITH W . d wjao d 

chdl^cMI^Icl ?f?f fef55T S^cH . f^T^dld^R, 

RkVm^R, cfjRUTT^T FTdR, . Hbllc|^dch<RH 

3il4)RT|4,Hfq ySTTcft t$c|*>utK#TT^I 

atmanyatve ca anyasya sambandhe anyasya’gamakatvarh tadakara- 
vyatirekat. avyatireke vaparvate naikabalakr.... dhumakaranuprave- 
saprasangah syat. tadanupravese ca na tatsarhvittyanumeya 
agnisarhvittirupapadyate, nalikeradvipavasina iva tayoh samba- 
ndhanavagateh. tadanavagatisca anumeyadahanasya pisace- 
svaratulyatvat. pavakasambandhisamvittau sambandhabuddheru- 

papattiratiprasangat. tasmad dhuma . lingavagama iva . 

tattvikya drstya na kenapyutpadyate iti kinna kalpyate dhumabalena 

. dhumadhuma- svaruparh kimadhu- notpannam, cirotpannam, 

karanadva jatam, akasmikam . matravadyotakatvena paryavasite 

akasmikamapi svarupamupapadyate jagato vaisvarupyadarsanat. 
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Translation: 787 

If the relatum is different from itself, then, something having 
relationship with something cannot be the ground for inferring 
something else, because, it will not have that form and if the form 
is not different, on the mountain .... (the text is broken..) there will 
arise the contingency of taking the form of smoke and once that form 
is taken, on the basis of the knowledge of smoke, there will not arise 
the knowledge of fire, because like the people living in the island 
of coconut trees they will not have the relation between smoke and 
fire. There will be knowledge of relation in the knowledge of that 
which is related to fire and this will be an unwanted consequence. 
Therefore, .... (the text is broken.) .... like the knowledge of the 
ground or reason .... (text is broken) .... As a matter of fact, by 
nobody it cannot be produced and therefore, why not is it being 
postulated on the strength of smoke .... (the text is broken)? Is the 
nature of smoke produced now? Or, already produced for a long 
time? Or, is it produced with its cause? .... (the text is broken) .... 
(the text is broken) When it terminates in revealing the quantity, 
sometimes a sudden form is also justifiable, because, the universe is 
of all forms. 

Text: 788 

3T&T CHIebf^eb^ tal^lebld'HHRl^ eFqrl; qp, dTTTTTTRI 
d^^T)x!|ch^chPiqd^|chlel'!HH-?lT‘H|cjHcjJ|(l: | Rdldld 

dfadd^ldddUfdfbd^hJ W t^J?T spfacM ^fcT Hld^illfiWfdMfd:, 

3pqeF‘>rrd;i 

atha akasmikatve niyatadesakalasambandhitvarh na labhyate; tanna 
yuktam, tatsvabhavasya tasyotpatterakasmikaniyatadesakdlasamba- 
ndhabhavanavagateh. evarhbhutarh tat karanarh vinotpannarh yanni- 
yatadesakalapratisthitadeham. evanca sthite dhumopalambhe sati 
nanumeydgnipratipattih, anupalambhat. 

Translation: 788 

If you say, it is without a cause, then, it cannot be said to be 
related with a particular space and time. It is not proper. Since, 
it is produced because, it is of the nature of that, one cannot 
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know the absence of the relationship with a particular space and 
particular time, with reference to something which has come into 
being without a cause. Such is the thing which is produced without 
a cause and which occupies a particular, time and particular place. 
When this is the case, on the knowledge of smoke, there cannot be 
inferential knowledge of fire, because, it is not there. 

[°i. ebl4^eMjHHpKhHW wferpj 

[1. kdryahetukanumananirdsaya karyatvasya khandanam.] 

Text: 789 

Icfrsft ddd,MMfri^ 

x KlH c Hlcl: I 

ito 'pi nanumeyapratipattih, dhumasya karyarupatva ’sambhavat. 
tadanupapattisca sattavicchedasyanavagateh. 

Translation: 789 

For the following reason also, the knowledge of object of an 
inferential cognition is not possible. Because, the smoke cannot 
be called an effect. Its impossibility is due to not knowing its 
disassociation with the existence. 

Text: 790 

3FFP^; 

nanu pratyaksenaiva avagamyate; 

Translation: 790 
Clarification: 

Well it can be known by perception itself. 

Text: 791 

fe^ 3TT^r yf?W?T3#T? 

kirn tat pratyaksarh vidhimukhena upajayate, aho pratisedha- 
mukhena ? 

Translation: 791 

Reply: 

There the question arises, does this perceptual cognition arise in a 
positive way or in a negative way? 
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Text: 792 

f^5#T vdLil^Alcl; ?Tf^ ?JfTfcfW^, 3TI^r 3t^Wf, Plfwt cTT? 

tadyadi vidhimukhena upadiyate; tatkirh dhumavisayam, aho 
anyavisayam, nirvisayarh va? 

Translation: 792 

If you say, it arises in a positive way, then, one can ask, is it a 
perception which the object being smoke, or, is it a perception of 
something else, or, is it a perception having no content at all? 

Text: 793 

cRT doM'bMIcHlteHl R 

d^-d'hM'blu^dll 

tadyadi dhumavisayam; tada tatsvarupavagahina tatsvarupastitvarh 
vidhiyate na tatsvarupakhandana. 

Translation: 793 

If you say it is perception of smoke, then, its existence is enjoined by 
the knowledge in which there is form of smoke and not by knowledge 
which destroys its form. 

Text: 794 

3T&T d - dfi dT ^ugd| fUtfarl ?R7WTCcf, 3tfq- cf 

clef d^ITSt^fcd feSTTfci I 

atha anyavisayam; na tarhi tena tasya khandand vidhiyate 
tatsvarupavat, api tu yad yadvisayarh tat tasyaiva ’stitvarh vidadhati. 

Translation: 794 

If you say, it is a perception of something else, then, by that its 
rejection is not possible, like its form. Rather it will enjoin the 
existence of that which appeared as the object of the knowledge. 

Text: 795 

3T&T Pidwf; *T erf! dR ter# RrfR yfd%rf?T 

atha nirvisayam; na tarhi tat kirheid vidadhati napi pratisedhati 
mukandhabadhiratulyatvat. 

Translation: 795 

If you say it is perception without content, then, it means that, it 
does not enjoin anything, nor does it negate anything, because it 
will be similar to someone who is deaf and dumb. 
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Text: 796 

3?ar rfr f^> aRifawj, Prfwt ^tt? 

atha pratisedhamukhena upadiyate; tadapi him dhumavisayam, aho 
anyavisayam, nirvisayarh va? 

Translation: 796 

If you say, it is taken in a negative way, is that also knowledge of 
which smoke is the object or something else is the object, or it has 
no object at all? 

Text: 797 

SJjrfcfWb ddT dcblTimPMcsi dcbd'hdl^cdRsiFkh *T ^ ^TTdrfe^l 

tadyadi dhumavisayam; tada tatsattopanibaddharh tatsvarupasti- 
tvavidhayakarh na tu vyavarttakam. 

Translation: 797 

If you say, the object is smoke, then, whatever is associated with 
its existence, will enjoin the existence of its form or nature and it 
will not exclude it. 

Text: 798 

3T&T 3T^TRW[; ST^jfcfwrfcRTTf^RT d dkdxlW^dT doH-dlddJ 

atha anyavisayam; anyavisayaparyavasayina na tatsattakhandana 
avadyotyate tatsattavat. 

Translation: 798 

If it is a perception of something else, then, it does not imply 
the rejection of its existence by that which culminates in having 
something as its object, because it exists there like the existence. 

Text: 799 

3?ar fdfcPd; dd^R^Rdsnfd dTfcr trfcRrerfcr ^khddVMxb i 

atha nirvisayam; na tat kihcidvidadhati napi pratisedhati mudha- 
tmatayotpatteh. 

Translation: 799 

If you say, it is without object, then, it does not enjoin anything, 
nor does it reject anything, because it emerges without any 


consciousness. 
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Text: 800 

3TST ft 5T^RT:, 3TTcWr[ 

atha sattavicchedo hi pradhvarhsah, so ’nena atmasat kriyate; 

Translation: 800 
Clarification: 

Well, the destruction means disassociation with existence and that 
is being adopted by it. 

Text: 801 

M Td: I w&tft ft ftWFcR’b ddld-d ftfTFT dO<^T^dR?fFTT 
d g cb^Rld, Fftt?^l df^d ffWTFf d cfr^rftrd; 
^rfcfwrfcRTPftf^r RsIHlPl T^twf^lftsrFmftTI dd ef 5TQ ^§dT? 

nedarh caturasrarh vacah. pradhvamso hi visayantaram, 
tatrotpannarh vijndnarh tatsvarupastitvavidhayakarh na tu 
kasyacit pratisedhakam. tasmirhsca sarhvedyamane na kasyacit 
khandana’vagamy ate svavisayaparyavasayini vijnanani svavisa- 
yastitvavidhanaparani. ka kasya khandana? 

Translation: 801 
Reply: 

This will not have intermittent answer. Destruction is something 
else. The knowledge of it enjoins existence of its nature. It does 
not reject anything, when that is known, rejection of nothing is 
understood. The knowledges which terminate in their own content 
they convey enjoining of existence of its own. Who rejects whose 
existence? 

Text: 802 

3TST tTKcRT^FT d wfcThlRi, ddd ffcl ^dj 

atha pradhvarhsajnane dhumasvarupam na pratibhdti, tenasau tasya 
khandana iti cet; 

Translation: 802 
Objection: 

Well in the knowledge of destruction, the nature of smoke does not 
appear and therefore, it is said that it is rejection of that. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


265 


Text: 803 

McRT^T <siu^ni f cTf^FX 
*T KRT: I 

yadyevarh trailokyasya khandana, tasmin dhumadhvarhsajndne 
trailokyarh navabhati, trailokyatmako va na bhavati dhvarhsah. 

Translation: 803 
Reply: 

If it is so, there can be rejection of the three worlds, because when 
that knowledge of destruction of smoke arises, the three worlds do 
not appear, or in other words, the destruction does not take the 
form of the three worlds. 

[?. ^PJIRI ] 

[2. prasahgat virodhapadarthasya vikalpya dusanam. ] 

Text: 804 

3T&T 3T# 

atha dhumavirodhitvena asau dhumasya khandcma iti cet; 

Translation: 804 
Clarification: 

Well, that is called rejection of smoke, because it opposes smoke. 

Text: 805 

cf>: fe^-^cKlehKdl, 3TTBt 3K-HH4dcflddl dOldl^) 

dWgqeFRt cfj, dvroKIdl WT, dvroHchd cfT, dT, 

?qrad dr, 3pf5r?THTf5r?Td ctt? 

kah punarasau virodharthah? kim-atadakarata, aho asamanaka- 
linata, tatsadbhave tasyanupalambho va, tajjanyata va, tajjanaka- 
tvarh va, bhinnakriyakartrtvarh va, bhinnahetutpadyatvarh va, asri- 
tanasritatvarh va? 

Translation: 805 

Reply: 

What is the meaning of opposition? Does it mean not having the 
form of that? Or does it mean not being of the same time? Or, does 
it mean in the presence of X, in the presence of Y? or, does it mean 
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being caused by that? or, does it mean it is produced by that? or, 
does it mean being an agent of different actions? Does it mean the 
state of being produced by different causes? or, does it mean the 
state of not being located in that which is located? 

Text: 806 

cTTT? 31ddl4>kdl cl^T ^TT *T tel 

^dcfi||ebKL|R^|^U| 

tadyadi tavad atadakarata virodhah; tada trailokyasya sa khandana, 
na kevalarh dhumasya, trailakyakarapariharena tatsthiteh. 

Translation: 806 

If you say by opposition, of having the form of that, that will mean 
rejection of three worlds, because that exists devoid of the form of 
the three worlds and not only of the smoke. 

Text: 807 

3TST3KHhHcMcfMdl f^tflSTTSf:; SldldHIdddd'hHdddHH-dVdR^f^- 
TO 7 :1 WR=FTT-(dMHH)ebloflHdl *T I 

atha asamanakalmata virodharthah; tada atitandgatavartamana- 
kalanamanyonyavirodhitvaprasangah. na casana- (cdsamdna)kali- 
nata sa svabhavena ubhayoh svabhavopapatteh. 

Translation: 807 

If you say, the meaning of opposition is not belonging to one and 
the same time, then, the things of past, present and future will 
contradict one another. That cannot be said to be belonging to 
different time, because individual nature can be justified by their 
own nature. 

Text: 808 

3T2I dvddl^ d'Wl^d®: f^STTSf:; cTTT 3lfd^lRfdfa-d'lMplMI^ ^ 
ddd,MdRcfer, dW ddslu^HIcHdl I cT^IT, qs^l^^df^ET, 

^xTT <slfu^dll 

atha tatsadbhave tasyanupalabdhih virodharthah; tada atiduradi- 
nimittopanipate sati tadanupalabdhirdrsta, naca tesam, tatkhanda- 
natmata. tatha, dipabhave ghatadhumaderanupalabdhirdrsta, na ca 
sa ghatadhumadeh satta khandita. 
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Translation: 808 

If you say, in the presence of X, absence of Y, is the meaning of the 
term opposition, then, it is a fact that when something is at a far 
distance, due to the ground of distance, that thing is not visible. 
But that does not amount to rejection of that thing; in the same 
way, when there is no land we do have experience of absence of 
pot, smoke etc. But that does not amount to the rejection of the 
existence of pot, smoke etc. 

Text: 809 

3T&T ^ifafafa-d'lMpMp ddlMdfa^T gdcfeT, § MjT: C# 

atha durddinimittopanipate yatranupalabdhirdrsta tatropalabdhirapi 
punardrsta, iha tu punah dhvarhse sanjdte na jatu dhumakumbha- 
derupalabdhirasti. 

Translation: 809 
Clarification: 

However, in a situation where the circumstances such as longer 
distance etc. crop up, and because of that, there is no knowledge, in 
that case, we do find that, there is perception again. Here, however, 
once the destruction has taken place there is no knowledge of smoke, 
pot etc. 

Text: 810 

cfFT Pfacd^Tcf? fefc efHTft, 

kena nopalabhyate? kirn kenapi, aho sarvajnatrbhih? 

Translation: 810 
Reply: 

By whom it is not perceived? Is it by anybody? Or by one who 
knows everything? 

Text: 811 

efHTfSr cTd TT^T TbRT dddybR, ^T[q]dWTf^- 

PfadlMpMIcl dlfH TFTSf H qcf ddfcl WfP Kcjfa 

%McFRl c[ dMdOH-d ffcTI 
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tadyadi kenapi nopalabhyate, tena tada tasya svarupakhandana; 
tadayuktam, dura[va]ranadinimittopanipate sati yathaike tamar- 
tharh na pasyanti apare pasyanti, evarh sati sahjate dhvarhse tamar- 
tharn eke nopalabhante anye tu upalapsyanta iti. 

Translation: 811 

If you say, it is not known by anybody and therefore its form is 
denied, it will not be proper, because, as due to the factors such as 
distance, cover, etc. people do not see a particular thing, but others 
can see it, in the same way, when destruction occurs, some people 
do not see it but others will. 

Text: 812 

3?ar dTJRT? 'tJcR^HciRchdl: d - dlddlbd, 

i-bRl-d^-dldi ^jikclK 

atha sarvajhatrbhirnopalabhyate; kanuma? ‘etadanubhavavikalah 
sarve jhatarah’; na manamasti, paracittavrttinarh duranvayatvat 
buddhivaicitryasya ca upapatteh. 

Translation: 812 

If you say that, it is not known by those who are all-knowing, what 
will be the inferential knowledge there? Will it be like “all knowers 
are devoid of experience of this?” There is no proof for this, because, 
the mental states of others are inaccessible and it is also a fact that, 
different people have different knowledges. 

Text: 813 

KdTT TTf^T 3bfqcTfi^: f^-Pldd^lddeT, dT? 

dhvarhse sati anupalabdhih kirh-niyatadesakale, sarvada va? 

Translation: 813 

After the destruction, does the knowledge of absence take place at 
a particular space and a particular time? Or does it occur always? 

Text: 814 

dWfd fddd^TdTici 3Pfqcrfi^:; cTdT ^tTTWTtSW^f, Migm'KJcPTT d’ 

tadyadi niyatadesakale anupalabdhih; tada na sattapagamo’va- 
gamyate, siddhasadhyataya ca boddhavyah. 
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Translation: 814 

If you say that, such knowledge of absence occurs at a particular 
space and time, then, it means that, the absence of existence is 
not understood. They should be understood as something which is 
going to be established that which is already known. 

Text: 815 

dddybR, ^ PldH<h ^4kh-d- 

atha sarvadesakale nopalabhyate; tadayuktam, na niyamakarh kincid 
bijamasti, na ca bijamantarenabhyupagamo yuktah. 

Translation: 815 

If you say that, it is not known in all space and time, it will not be 
proper, because there is no ground to specify it. It is not proper to 
accept anything without a ground. 

Text: 816 

3TSI C# TTf^T 'Hd'lMIvbdK^d^ cJpZf 

atha dhvarhse sati sarvopakhyarahitatve katharh vastutvasarhsthitih? 

Translation: 816 
Objection: 

Well, after the destruction a thing loses all its reference and so how 
can that be called an entity? 

Text: 817 

TTT 'HdlMI^K^dcdh? 3TT^t 3Fjq^?Zl^-an^? 

kada sarvopakhydrahitatvam? kim upalabdhyavasthayam, dho anu- 
palabdhyavasthdyam? 

Translation: 817 
Reply: 

There we would like to ask, when did it lose its reference? Is at the 
time when it is known or at the time when it is not known? 

Text: 818 

tadyadi upalabdhimadhikrtyocyate; upalabhyate ca sarvopakhya- 
rahitatvarh ca iti citram. 



270 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


Translation: 818 

If you say that, we are referring to the time when it is known, this 
is not understandable, because, it is funny to say that, it is known 
and at the same time, it has lost all its reference. 

Text: 819 



atha anupalabdhyavasthamangikrtyocyate sarvopdkhyarahitatvam; 
tadayuktam, durdvaranadinimittopanipdte sati anupalabdhau 
sarvopa- khydrahitatvarh sattvarh ca ityanekantah. yadi ca dhvamse 
sati atyantanupalambhah; anupalambhaprapanco ’yam na tatsvaru- 
pasyatavada(tadava)sthyam, avaranadikrtdnupalambhe yatha. 

Translation: 819 

If you say that, we are saying so accepting the state of its 
non-knowledge and because of that, the state of its being devoid 
of all references, it will not be proper, because, when there is no 
knowledge after the presence of the grounds such as longer distance, 
cover etc. there is lack of all references and at the same time, 
there is existence. This is inconsistent. If after the destruction, 
there is absolute absence of knowledge, then, this description of 
non-knowledge of its form remains as it is, as we can see in the case 
of non-knowledge caused by covering a thing. 


Text: 820 

dvroHldl f^RtaTsf:; cRT dPldcclIcf cTfMfeTRW : I ^ 

cdNKlfd?WtsfT?r, cf PTfcT I 

tajjanyata virodharthah; tada dandadinapi janitatvat tadviro- 
dhitvaprasangah. na ca vyaparatisayo ’sti, tarn prati kriyatirekasya 
anupalabdhih(bdheh). 

Translation: 820 


If you say that, the state of being produced by that, is the meaning 
of opposition, then, since a pot is produced by the stick, it will be 
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considered in opposition with that. You cannot say that, there is 
an additional factor viz. function, because with reference to that, 
the additional function is not seen. 

Text: 821 

3T21 dvroHchd ; dddybh., ^ tcRlVlia: 7^7 3FT«J- 

WTTcfl fcRtf^TcFf; 7RT 3THIc|5lH'W 3PTFTT 7^1 

atha tajjanakatvarh virodharthah; tadayuktam, na ghatadhumatma 
tad dhvarhsotpadyah taireva anabhyupagamat. yadi ca tajjana- 
katvena virodhitvam; tada abhavajhanasya abhavo virodhi syat. 

Translation: 821 

If you say, the state of producing that is the meaning of opposition 
then, that will also not be proper, because, the form of pot 
and smoke is not produced by their destruction, because, they 
themselves do not accept it. If something is taken as “opposing” 
because, it is produced by something, then, absence should be called 
opposing the knowledge of absence. 

Text: 822 

TfTT Wt MPJ PTFJdRfl 

atha bhinnarthakriyakartrtvam; tada sarve sarvasya virodhinah 
prapnuvanti. 

Translation: 822 

If you say, the state of being the agent of different fruitful activities 
is the meaning of opposition, then, everything will be opposing 
everything. 

Text: 823 

3TS1 f^rSTTSh; dddybd,, ^ 

hHcclIdJ 

atha bhinnahetutpadyatvarh virodharthah; tadayuktam, ekena 
devadattena kumbha-tadvicchedayorutpadyamanatvat. 

Translation: 823 

If you say that, the state of being produced by different causes is 
the meaning of opposition, that will not be proper because by single 
Devadatta both the pot and its destruction can be produced. 
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Text: 824 

rr R^d ^TcTh; m ’Tfcrr 

^TTMT 3Fd^TfR#M *[%l R^lRed|cbKdRR?TOW:, Pkdl<bKbd 
Pl4Tvj1ccllr[ ( #5fcfdr cTT f^Tcd ^ ^1 

yadi ca niyatahetutpadyatvena viruddhatvarh jegiyate sadasatoh; 
tada sarve bhava niyatasamagrya utpadya anyonyavirodhino bhave- 
yuh. nityanityakarayorvirodhaprasangah, nityakarasya nirbijatvat, 
bijavatve va nityataiva na syat. 

Translation: 824 

If you say that, a positive and a negative entities are produced 
by specific causes and this is what you mean opposition, then, 
all positive entities will be opposing one another, since they are 
produced by specific set of causes. There will arise contingency of 
opposition between eternal form and non-eternal form, because the 
eternal form is without a cause and if that is produced by a cause, 
then, that will lose its character of being eternal. 

Text: 825 

3?ar 3Tlf^7TFTlfwd fcRfaTsf:; cRT 3TT7*HTFWt: 'R'^kcHNdR^, 

atha asritanasritatvam, virodharthah; tada atmajnanayoh virodhi- 
tvamapanipadyate, 

Translation: 825 

If you say that, the state of being dependent (located) and not 
dependent (not located) is the meaning of opposition, then, there 
will be opposition of self and knowledge of self. 

Text: 826 

fWin HFTTfcT, 3TTf^7TFTTf5ldecj^ Ist^TTf I 

kumbhapagamasya sarvavirodhitvarh prapnoti, asritanasritatvasya 
visesat. 

Translation: 826 

(Similarly), the removal of a pot will oppose everything because, it 
is all the same viz. located and not located. 

Text: 827 
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na ca sambandhamantarena sasthi sampadyate, api tu sambandhe 
sati devadattanayanaturagavyapadeso yatha. 

Translation: 827 

Without a relation there cannot be a genitive case-ending. Rather, 
where there is a relation, there can be reference to eyes of Devadatta 
or horse of Devadatta. 

Text: 828 

cRbRi dR ^ ^TIR, 

atha sambandhamantarena kumbhabhavavyapadeso ’ bhyupagamyate; 
tadastarh gatarh visvarh syat, sambandhdbhdvasya’visesat. 

Translation: 828 

If you say, you accept the reference of absence of pot without 
revelation, then, the entire universe is lost, because, there is no 
difference in the absence of relation. 

[?. RWld,MMFdUdxiddJ] 

[3. hetuphalasambandhavadharanasyanupapattiprakatanam.] 

Text: 829 

^Rtsfcr picT 

cfWf, vdL|r|Rd£hKU|i|^U|H^H.? 

ito ’pi hetuphalasambandhavadharanarh nopapadyate-kirh nirupa- 
caritakdranagrahananantararh grhyate karyam, ahosvid upacarita- 
karanagrahandnantaram ? 

Translation: 829 

For the following reason also it is not possible to determine the 
relationship between cause and effect: Is it the case that an effect 
is known after the knowledge of unimagined cause or after the 
knowledge of imagined cause? 

Text: 830 

zfe fd^x|Rd4)KU|i|£U|H^K ’JUcT; dddybR, 'HIR'dl 31d°lRiRd biRdl- 
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yadi nirupacaritakaranagrahananantararh grhyate; tadayuktam, 
samagrya atmdriyatvena sarhvedanayogat. 

Translation: 830 

If you say that, an effect is known after the knowledge of unimagined 
cause, that will not be proper, because, as the collection of factors 
is beyond the range of sense organs, there cannot be any knowledge. 

Text: 831 

3UT vd4r|Rd£bKU|H^i|ch^H dd cbT dUd dc[ WPd; 

'd^Rd'W ebKU|cc|i)c| d fef?T efjSj cicf dx>TdT dried 3dF^TI ddd 
dFj(FT) f^-^cifM^ieihlR^d, 3TTBt 

atha upacaritakarananantanyakatvena tad grhyate tena tasya 
tat phalam; tadayuktam, upacaritasya karanatvameva na vidyate 
katharh tat phalatarh yati. anyacca, tantunarh karyarh vasturh 
(strarh)kim-purvdparakdlabhavitvena, aho purvaparagrahanena? 

Translation: 831 

If you say that, the effect is known because of a set of imagined 
causes and therefore, this is an effect of that, that will not be proper 
because that which is imagined cannot be called the cause at all, 
how can anything be called an effect of that? Moreover, you say 
that, the cloth is an effect of its threads, there the question arises, 
is it because there is temporal sequence between them? Or, because 
their sequence is known? 

Text: 832 

ddfd ^JcrfqWTeRTfcIc^; ddi pRMWfWdi d cFdTf 3T^Rdx^RT, 
dOihHdddldlS^cbcbldVMIddddi dd^fM^4dddlR^lR?>ITd;i 

tadyadi purvaparakalabhavitvena; tada niyatakdranakaryatvarh na 
labhyate ambaraphalasya, tatsamanakalina ’nekakaryotpadakanarh 
tatpurvaparakalabhavitvavisesat. 

Translation: 832 

If you say that, there is temporal sequence between them, then, we 
cannot specify that, such-and-such effect is caused by such-and-such 
cause. Under the sky, there are many effects coming into being in a 
sequence of time and at one and the same time, out of many causes 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


275 


of the same time and there is no difference in that [therefore how 
to decide, what the cause is and what the effect is?] 

Text: 833 

ddd xjjfddeRTfcIcd dcchKuj ddfdci, gddTfd- 

dddd?TdTd;i 

atha anvayavyatirekayuktasya yasya purvakalabhavitvarh tatkara- 
narh tadasti, dhruvabhavikaryadarsanat. 

Translation: 833 
Clarification: 

Well, by the application of the principle of positive and negative 
concomitance, between X and Y, one can decide that if X invariably 
precedes Y, then, X is the cause of Y. 

Text: 834 

Skddcijfd^d^d fdidfMddl? fefj^-ebKUl^ 3FddT? 

anvayavyatirekasabdena kimabhidhvyate? kim-karanam, anyadva? 

Translation: 834 
Reply: 

What do you mean by the term positive and negative concomitance? 
Does it mean a cause or something else? 

Text: 835 

ddfd cjiKUldj ddT d fof%d dRd?f d>KU|kHddl ddddWfl 

tadyadi karanam; tada na kincid badhyate karanatmataya 
tatkaranam. 

Translation: 835 

If you say, it means a cause, then, nothing is obstructing and 
therefore, in the form of cause, it is a cause. 

Text: 836 

3?ar 3FdR ddj d dffdfd: fefj dd ffci? d d ^ifqydTd: 5 lHH^U|| 

FTld fddT d dfFT fd> ^JcrfqydTdRq# dT, 3Tdyddt dT? 

atha any at tat; na janimah kirn tad iti? na ca purvaparabhavah 
siddho ’tra jhanamantarena. jhanarh vina na jane kirn sahotpannau, 
purvaparabhavotpannau va, anutpannau va? 
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Translation: 836 

If you say, it is something else, we do not know what is that 
something else. The sequence cannot be decided without the 
knowledge. Without the knowledge we do not know whether they 
are produced together or produced in a sequence, or they are not 
produced at all. 

Text: 837 

3T2T <J?fqWJT?FtUT yc|M^W-cl^H|c|ci|c|^ ^ 

atha purvaparagrahanakramena purvaparotpada-tadabhavavyavastha 
iti cet; 

Translation: 837 
Clarification: 

We can decide effect’s coming into being in a sequence or not coming 
into being in a sequence, by the sequence of knowledge of what 
precedes and what follows. 

Text: 838 

d^ddft tester TxTT pFfW aiuf 

^ ifrtS^iurat: 1 ^lkrrsfwMdl: i ctstt, cF^rt 

^1 ctsjt, wfa vm ^ TPfrttfwr, ^ cPrl%?priTpr: i mi ^ ^ 
dTfWT TTSTTSTFft HM^dRI 

tadetadapi grahane ’pi tulyam. sati satta sarhvedyate na'sati . saho- 
tpannayorapi kramena grahanarh drstam, govisanayoh anutpanna- 
yosca gotva’stitvayoh. tatha, patagrahananantararh tantunam, graha¬ 
narh drstam. tatha, ekameva grahanarh drstam, na ca tayorbhe- 
do ’sti, naca tayorhetuphalabhavah. yatha ca bhedo nasti tatha- 
prageva prapahcitam. 

Translation: 838 
Reply: 

Even this remains the same, even when it is known. If something 
exists, its existence is known and not otherwise. One can have 
knowledge of two things in a sequence, in spite of the fact that, 
the two things are produced simultaneously as it can be seen, as 
it is known of the two horns of a cow. We have also seen that the 
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two things, which are not produced, that are eternal, also can be 
known in a sequence e.g. the universal of universal of “cowness” and 
“existence”. In the same way after the knowledge of cloth, knowledge 
of threads is also seen. Thus, there is only one knowledge and there 
is no difference between the two. There is no relationship between 
the two called cause and effect. That there is no difference has 
already been discussed before. 

Text: 839 

evarn sarhvedanamapi sarhvedyat na bhidyate sadakarataya, na ca 
tayorakarantaramasti, ekarh hi vastu. 

Translation: 839 

Similarly, knowledge is also not different from what is known in the 
form of a positive entity. It is also not the case that the two have 
two different forms. In reality, there is only one entity. 

Text: 840 

Icfrsft ^qxTTlf%Ft d ^PTTT m ftsTFT bcK-i^Idd d inf?!, 
RsIHIehKlfclRThlehKI^R^Ictl 

ito 'pi hetuphalayorvijhanam na vedanam, yatha utpannarh vijhanarh 
svasarhvedanarh na bhavati, vijhdndkdrdtiriktdkdrdntaravirahat. 

Translation: 840 

Because of the following ground also the knowledge of cause and 
effect is not an experience: As a knowledge when produced, is not 
said to be revealer of itself, because there is no form other than the 
form of knowledge. 

Text: 841 

ffbii 1 master 

atha kriyatirekapaye 'pi svasarhvedanamapadisyate; 

Translation: 841 
Clarification: 

Well, even if there is no additional activity, there is reference to 
self-illumination. 
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Text: 842 

fefj d 3TTfd?d?l, fff^nfcf^TRTdTPTSfd^tdTd;? 

asvasarhvedanarh kirn na vyapadisyate, kriydtirekdbhavasyd’visesat? 

Translation: 842 
Reply: 

Then what is the reason that absence of self-illumination is not 
referred to. Because, even there, there is absence of additional 
activity? 

Text: 843 

Trap, 3 TaiTPTfP d dskdhj 

tatha, arthasyapi na tadvedanam. 

Translation: 843 

In the same way, there cannot be knowledge of even the object. 

Text: 844 

3?ar cpei dTf 3T2PFP ^dd d ddfd? 

atha katharh tat arthasya vedanarh na bhavati? 

Translation: 844 
Objection: 

Then how will you call it the knowledge of the object? 

Text: 845 

cf)2Zf?T-dR'MxIHI^Ul 3TapFd 3ddR, dddFdddT dT? 

kathyate-tat sattamatrena arthasya vedanam, tajjanyataya va? 

Translation: 845 
Reply: 

Is it the case that there is knowledge of object by mere existence, 
or is it because it is caused by that? 

Text: 846 

ddfd dxTFTRTUT 3TSRd ddT fd?ddd dtdd PIR dt^?Wc[l 

tadyadi sattamatrena arthasya vedanam; tada visvasya tadvedanam 
syat taddehavisesdt. 

Translation: 846 

If you say that, there is knowledge of object by mere existence, then, 
there should be knowledge of the whole world? Because there is no 
difference in the body of the universe. 
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Text: 84 7 

3T2T cb^RTcHTT cRT HR 

M^FTFT^rfW^: I H cilNKI^ehlsf^r, ^ifaWwiHf^Hcl: | clTM- 

^ild^cb ft terWisar: T?mj 

atha tajjanyataya tatsarhvedanamudgiyate; tada nayanaloke- 
svaraderapi tat sarhvedanamapadyate, tairjanyamdnatvopapatteh. 
na carthasya vyaparatireko’sti, kriyatirekasycinadhigateh. vyapara- 
tireke hi niyataphalo ’rthah syat. 

Translation: 847 

If you say that, some knowledge is called knowledge of that object, 
because, it is produced by that, then, since a knowledge is produced 
by eyes, light, God etc. it should be called knowledge of eyes, light 
and God. Because, one can easily justify that, it is produced by 
them. There is no additional function of an object, because, one 
does not know that additional activity. Had there been additional 
function, an object could have been accepted as the result of a 
specific object. 

Text: 848 

bhavatu; 

Translation: 848 
Objection: 

Let it be, what is the harm? 

Text: 849 

*T, 31^TTT, W ft Tcf cleftf- 

na, adrstatvat, ekarh hi idarh phalarh karakakadambasam- 
padyam. tatascarthasamvedanavat tatsarvakarakasarhvedanavattva- 
prasahgah. 

Translation: 849 
Reply: 

No, it cannot be, because, it is not experienced by anybody. This is a 
single effect, which is accomplished by a collection of factors. Thus, 



280 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


like the knowledge of an object, there will arise the contingency of 
knowledge of all the factors of that collection. 

Text: 850 

tgtheRMWT: I ddddddl W rfcTI 

atha karakantarasya na tat vedanam; arthasyapi na tat vedanam. 
tadabhavanna hetuphalabhavavagamah tadanavagatau ca na 
karyarn drstva karanarh pratyeti. 

Translation: 850 

If you say that, it is not the knowledge of other factors, we say 
that, it is also not the knowledge of that object and in the absence 
of that, there is no knowledge of cause and effect relationship. And 
once the cause and effect relationship is not known, no one can have 
the knowledge of its cause by seeing an effect. 

Text: 851 

3ifcr ^r, cm ^ fowbjHidi prefer, 3h^r 

api ca, karyarn drstva kimayamanumata karanarh smarati, aho 
pratyeti? 

Translation: 851 

Moreover, after seeing the effect, is it the fact that the inferer 
remembers the cause or deduces it? 

Text: 852 

wtfdj ddldd,^ I 

tadyadi smarati; tannananubhutarh smarttumisah. 

Translation: 852 

If you say that, he remembers he is not capable of remembering 
because, he has not experienced it before. 

Text: 853 

3?ar d^#T R^MdRd 3TT^r Pl'bMdRdh? 

atha pratyeti; tatrapi kimupacaritarh pratyeti, aho nirupacaritam? 

Translation: 853 

If you say that, he deduces it, there also the question arises whether 
he deduces something which is imagined or unimagined? 
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Text: 854 

PWfp dMhRd dddyb^, ^ ^FSn^qq^:, 3TcPRcfK^T 

WFK^rgq^:! 

tadyadi upacaritarh pratyeti; tadayuktam, tena saha sam.ba- 
ndhanupapatteh, akarakatvena gamakatvanupapattih. 

Translation: 854 

If you say, he deduces something which is imagined, that will not be 
proper, because, with that, there cannot be the relation of invariable 
concomitance, since it will not be a causal factor, it cannot be 
treated as the ground for deduction. 

Text: 855 

3?ar PlhddRd PT? 

atha nirupacaritarh pratyeti; tatrapi kim-vidyamanamavidyamanarh 
va? 

Translation: 855 

If you say, he deduces something which is unimagined, there also the 
question comes to our mind, whether he deduces something which 
is existent or non-existent. 

Text: 856 

RstHHdj ci^qWb mHcMaMh pan d^Pldd pugt, 

dcilrclh'ldd dWfl P PPHT PFIPPpapPPP 3idchchleH5-d^!|c|'!-aiHh[bd, 

wrfdpKpqwTcfi 

tadyadi vidyamanam; tadayuktam, janakatvayogena janakamapa- 
disyate, yatha dandayogena dandi, dravyatvayogena dravyam. na 
bhavatarh pakse janakatvayuktasya anekakdla’ntaravasthanamasti, 
karyanekatvaprasangdt. 

Translation: 856 

If you say, he deduces something which is existent, it will not 
be proper, because, on account of something being the producer, 
something is called as the producer e.g. someone is called ‘man 
with a stick’ only when he has association with the stick. Similarly, 
something is called a substance only when it has association with 
substanceness. According to your doctrine, however, nothing which 
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is associated with the property of being a producer or cause is 
accepted as existent in different times, because, in that case, it will 
lead to the contingency of accepting many effects. 

Text: 857 

vjHeb^ *T vjHdRl; Wcfl 

atha janakatve satyapi na janayati; sarvadaiva ’hetuh syat. 

Translation: 857 

If you say that, in spite of the fact i.e. it is a cause and still it does 
not produce, then, that should always be non-cause. 

Text: 858 

3TfeFTH 3lRl6HHH, JT^l *T fWf I 

atha avidyamanarh pratyeti; avidyamanam, pratyeti ca iti citram. 

Translation: 858 

If you say that, he deduces something non-existent, then, it is very 
funny to say that, something is non-existent and still he comes to 
know through inference. 

Text: 859 

f^, cm cp§r cfjRur p?zrfcr, 3 tt^T wp cn m^\ 

kihca, karyarh drstva karanarh pratyeti, dho karanapurvakatvam, 
karanapurvakarh va karyam. 

Translation: 859 

Moreover, is it the fact that, after seeing the effect, he comes to 
know the state of its being preceded by the cause or the effect is 
preceded by the cause? 

Text: 860 

Wlfcf, m 3lf^r 3TTc*TT 

cbleb'W I wilful 

tadyadi karanarh pratyeti; tada etadapadyate-asti karanarh karyat, 
yatha asti atma kakasya karsnyat. 

Translation: 860 

If you say that, he comes to know the cause, then, the following 
is the consequence: One will deduce i.e. “cause, because there is 
effect” “as there is self, because, there is black color of a crow.” 
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Text: 861 

3T&T drchKU|^ r chd dcthKuii^eh^-'MehKumTimH^:, 

^xTT m, Siufcu cfi? 

atha tatkaranapurvakatvarh karyasyanumiyate; tatkaranapurva- 
katvam-svakaranasattasambandhah, satta va, dharmantararh va? 

Translation: 861 

If you say the state of occurring prior to the effect is inferred of 
the effect, what is the meaning of the state of occurring prior to 
the effect? Does it mean a relation of the existence of its cause or 
simply existence or any other property? 

Text: 862 

>!-cjchKUKH-dKHH-?Tt5d,hld^; dddybT d TV P^R^ikdldJ d W 
3ic|J|U|Hl^l 3T^TFT £dlc|UJ jHHW'Htfldll 

f^g^TTKT?n^(?TT), HWM bHHdl 3TsferI” 

tadyadi svakaranasattasambandho ’ numiyate; tadayuktam, tasya 
pratyaksavisayatvat. na ca pratyaksena avagamyamane anumanarh 
nyayyam, hetavapyanumanaprasangat. taduktam- “samanye siddha- 
sadhyatdm(td), samanyarh samanata pratyaksanumanavisayatvena 
arthasya.” 

Translation: 862 

If you say, the relation of the existence of its own cause, which 
is inferred, it will not be proper, because, that is the object of 
perception. When something is known by perception, it is not 
proper to know it by inference. In that case, even with reference to 
the ground of the inference, one will have to know it by inference. 
That is why, it is said “if it is universal, then, it is proving something 
which is already proved.” Universal means sameness. It means 
sameness of a thing through perception and inference. 

Text: 863 

3T&T TxTTS^ff^; ^TTSfcr ^l^dd 

Rk'HIKJHT' I 3TSM feFTFbRI fTt^TUFfTI mi zf 

^T TTT: dran tTFfa mrftlcF^I 

atha satta ’numiyate; sa ’pi pratyaksenavagamyate alamanumanena. 
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ihapyetad drastavyam- 1 samanye siddhasadhyata ’. athava siddhasya 
vidyamanasya sadhanam siddhasadhanam. yatha ca na tau stah 
tatha prageva prapahcitam. 

Translation: 863 

If you say that, existence is inferred and that too is known by 
perception, then, there is no need of inference. Here also, it should 
be noted “when there is universal, it is establishing something which 
is already established.” Or, the word siddha-sadhana means proving 
something existent which is already known. Both these states are 
not possible here which we have already discussed before. 

Text: 864 

3?ar chKU|^(}cbd SFTfcn ddd,dkd; ddfd 

d dldhdRI4)l|?{dl d d' 3id,Hd®4>KU|^ 3THRUT^rfe 
RofiidRdl 3^qei6Sft cTT I c1d,rbH r “f^^5g T FTTHHT: I” 

fdM ft cR did dTddcT: I dddcbldl d 

tWld; I dd ddddTSbdfdRd ddfccRdf^xr 

dT ST^^ddHHLI dfd ^ ddWJJIdKd ddf^H ddjdldd Q^lcf; d dft 
cbKUHcidd fddf?ddfdl 

atha karanapurvakatvarh dharmantararh tadanumiyate; tadapi upa- 
labdhilaksanaprdptadhikaranastharh pratyaksavaseyam, na mana- 
ntaramakanksati. na ca anupalabdhikaranam avaranaduradi kihci- 
dasti. anupalabdhau va ghatadavapyanupalambhaprasahgah. tadu- 
ktam- “visese ’nugamabhavah viseso hi anumanaikagrahyo ’rthah 
tena saha sambandho navagatah. tadanavagatau na lingat lihga- 
(lihgi)gatih. naca satpadarthavyatiriktarh dharmantaramasti svaya- 
manabhyupagamat, abhyupagame va abhyupetahanam. yadi ca 
karanapurvakatvarh dharmantararh tadanumiyate lingat; na tarhi 
karanamavagatarh digisvaradi. 

Translation: 864 

If you say that, some other property in the form of the state of being 
preceded by a cause is inferred, then, that also which is present in 
the locus of something which can be known by perception is to 
be determined by perception and that does not require any other 
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means to know it and there is no ground for non-knowledge such 
as cover, distance etc. and in spite of that, it is not known, then, 
even pot etc. will not be known as it has been said- “if there is a 
particular thing, then, there is no common characteristic in it.” A 
particular thing is that which can be determined only by inference. 
But with that the relationship is not known and if the relationship 
is not known, on the basis of the ground the thing to be inferred 
cannot be inferred. There is no additional entity over and above the 
six categories of entities and you yourself have not accepted it and 
if you accept it now then, it will result into the fault of denying 
something which has already been accepted. If another property in 
the form of the state of being preceded by cause is inferred, on the 
basis of some ground then, it means that what is actual cause viz. 
space, God etc. is not known. 

Text: 865 

3T2T chKU|i^ r cb Wdkcl; WFTFSrfcT^cT^I 

JldTSIIcHlfed^W RMdldddf' 

dFTFt dHFdfadJMRSd?!, dt^Ff dFTF^ TTKPTFl 

fdrd, dFd dd^lfd; dTdd d %dT^TFdIfcfd 

dddcj^d^ cMdlRci|c|£Kf$K£: Wcfl 

atha karanapurvakarh karyameva pratiyate; tadetat prajnama- 
ndyavicestitam. katham? tatsvarupasya pratyaksavagahitadehasya 
kimanumanena? atrapi tadeva upanatam-‘samanye siddhasadha- 
nam ’samanarh pratyaksanumanavisayatve samanyamityapadisyate, 
tasmin samanye sadhyamane sadhanavaiphalyamapadyate. kirhca, 
yadyanumanadapi karyarh pratyeti; karanam, na kenapyavadyotitarh 
syat. tadanavadyotane kaladivyavaharavirahah syat. 

Translation: 865 

If you say that, what is known as something preceded by the cause, 
is nothing but the effect, then, it is a reflection of lack of intelligence. 
If you ask me how, I would say what is the need of an inference to 
know something, which can be known by perception. Here also, the 
same logic has cropped up viz. “when there is universal, it is the case 
of proving something which is already proved.” Something is called 
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universal, when both universal and perception become operative to 
it and so if someone wants to establish that universal, it will amount 
to a fruitless act of proving. Moreover, if you say that from inference 
effect can be known, then, nothing can point to its cause and once 
the cause is not indicated, it will lead to absence of reference to 
time etc. 

Text: 866 

?T&TT, cbKU|d$T#d d' dFddldri Wit ebKeb|U|j vjH^I 

dddST d Xf dTSFTRTd %JcT 3Tfd xf, fei^WFFfR 

cznfoddWf, m, WT?TfTFhd, dcftSd^wfcPTf^: I d - xT WFcT ddci 

tatha, karanadarsanena karyanumanamapi na sambhavati. 
bhavatarh pakse karakanarh samagryarh janakam.taccenna 
pratyaksarh na ca sadhanantararh vidyate tatsvarupavedakam. 
api ca, lingagrahananantararh vyaptismaranam, tadanu paramarsa- 
jnanam, tato ’ numeyapratipattih. na ca etavantarh kalarh samagrya- 
vasthanamasti. 

Translation: 866 

Similarly, by seeing the cause, the inference of the effect is also 
not possible. According to your doctrine, the collection of factors 
is considered to be the cause. If that is not perceivable, then, 
there is no other ground which can reveal its form. Moreover, 
after knowing the ground, there should be the remembrance of the 
invariable concomitance between the inferences on the basis of the 
ground, followed by confirmatory knowledge, followed by inferential 
knowledge. For such a long duration of time, the collection of factors 
cannot continue to exist. 

Text: 867 

dfdcfKdTcfl ddW# dTfrr dd dfddKcf^ddPJ 

3^Awfa4Reblel 3FfT-ailddlFdl d' x||ebKeb m Wlfd 3ifcihd^lcfl 

atha karakaikadesagrahane sati karyamanumimise; tadayuktam, 
karakaikadesarupa(sasyd)janakatvat. janakatvayoge sati janakam 
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ityapadisyate. naca janakatvayuktasya anumeyapratipattikale ava- 
sthanamasti. na cakarakaiii karyarh gamayati atiprasangat. 

Translation: 867 

If you say, by knowing a part of that collection of factors, you will 
infer the effect that is not proper. Because, the part of the collection 
of factors, is not capable of generating the inferential knowledge. 
(We all know that) when something possesses the property of being 
a cause, it is called cause and what is associated with being the 
cause does not exist at the time of the knowledge of the thing to 
be inferred i.e. the effect. If something is not an instrumental case, 
it cannot be the cause of the knowledge of the effect. Otherwise, it 
will lead to unwanted consequences. 

[«. iPkiMiq/H H'KiMdcihI] 

[4- krtakatvahetukasydnityatvdnumdnasydpyaghatamdnatvapradar- 
sanam.j 

Text: 868 

?T&TT, ft 

MI M SrIm? cfT, dT, SrfcTI WS dlMf MWM- 

tatha, krtakatvena anityatvanumanamapi nopapadyate, anityatvarh 
hi svakaranasattasambandhah, satta va, dharmantararh va, sabda- 
dhvarhso va, sabdasvarupam veti. tatra tavat svakarana-sattasamba- 
ndha-satta-dharmdntarasvarupapakse uktameva dusanam. 

Translation: 868 

In the same way, on the basis of the property of being an effect 
one cannot infer that something is not eternal. What will be the 
meaning of the term anityatva? Does it mean the relation with the 
existence of its own cause or mere existence or any other property 
or the destruction of sound or the nature of sound? If you say that, 
it is the relationship of the existence of its own cause or mere 
existence or some other property or its own form, then, we have 
already presented to you our criticisms. 
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Text: 869 

3TF dddybbf, ^F ^ F^RFFFFTk I F F&FFrTTFFcT ?TpF- 

FtsfFF, fffiftf F^FFTSFFfF:, ffff i f ftfifff fwr- 

FTFTsfFF, Fit FT SFFfcft F Ftfl ?TstefW^t FT tsTTFF? 3TFTFT F fFFF:, 
dFFTFTdj F^F dMdkdlbdftrtd^dhFFTF: FgFFFT ttcFF: I 

atha dhvarhso ’numiyate; tadayuktam, tena saha sambandhanava- 
gateh. na sabdasattakale taddhvarhso ’sti, tadabhavanna samba- 
ndha’vagatih, ekasya sambandhanupapatteh. na cabhavasya visaya- 
bhavo’sti, bhave va sabdalingarh na bhavet. sabdalingasadbhave 
vd vijnanasya abhavo na visayah, tadabhavat. etena tapanoda- 
ydstamityorgamyagamakabhavah paryudasto veditavyah. 

Translation: 869 

If you say, what is inferred is destruction, which is also not proper, 
because, with that no relationship is known, because, when there is 
existence of sound there is no destruction of sound and when that 
is not there, the knowledge of relationship is not possible, because, 
a single entity cannot have a relationship. An absence cannot be 
treated as an object. If it is treated, then, the sound cannot be 
the ground. If the sound is taken as a ground, then, absence of 
knowledge cannot be the object, because it is not there. By this 
argument between the rising of the sun and the setting of the sun, 
one being the ground for the knowledge of the other, stands rejected. 

0.9 3TTFFFJFFRF fFFFT: I 

[atmanumanasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the definition of Inference of the Self) 

[°i. ijdlfilFlRFHd'I-dkhld.hH'i-F fFFFd] 

[1. naiyayikadisammatasyatmanumanasya nirasah.] 

Text: 870 

FFT, [3TFFT]jfFTF(F) l(F):?1HlRdl F FFFFfF, ctF FF F^sFFTF- 

FFFTdj dddFIdl F 3TF?TTFTF2JFFFJ f?> FT? FRFcT? f^-FTF-FTltiFTF. 
TFTfFFTFF, FTFttFFT FTFFTfFF FT FTFTFWf? 

tatha, [dtmd]numana(narh) sukhadvesd(sa)jndnadind na sambha- 
vati, tena saha sambandhanavagamat, tadanavagatau ca anumana- 
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narthakyam. kirn catra sadhyate ? kim-jndnasukhadmdm asritatvam, 
ahosvid asrayasritarh va jnanasvarupam ? 

Translation: 870 

Similarly, it is not possible to infer the self, on the basis of happiness, 
hatred, knowledge etc. because, the relationship between them 
cannot be known. And if the relationship between them is not 
known, the inference will become inoperative. (As a matter of fact), 
what is being inferred here? Is it known that knowledge, happiness 
etc. are located somewhere? Or is it known that the nature of 
knowledge is such that it is located in a locus? 

Text: 871 

^T(3T)STTf$r?T^r 3 TTv t T( c’TT) cTcftS^kdld 3Tlf^?T- 

ta(a)thdsritatvam sadhyate; tada dtma(tma) naiva’vabodhitah, tato- 
’nyatvad asritatvasya. 

Translation: 871 

If you say, what is being established is the state of its being located, 
then, it means that, the self is not known, because the state of being 
located is different from that. 

Text: 872 

STTW ^TTKf?!; dtd *m1cr-3Tf^r 3?!^ ftsIHIcf, cZffteWT j H4kc|' 
fefcTl 

atha atma sadhyate; tadevarh bhavati-asti atma vijnanat, naca 
vyadhikaranasya gamakatvarh vidyate. 

Translation: 872 

If you say that, the self is being established, then, that may be 
something like this viz. there is self, because, there is knowledge. If 
the ground exists in some other locus, it cannot be the ground to 
know the object of inference. 

Text: 873 

anfsfct WRWl cfEET tk^TiWFfl SRflSjHH'W fwrt 

efjaf 5lbKJ*sllR Sikh'HMRk^T kfxTFTkTW, 3TT^t 

dvvkdddl, dvTMH<h^d cfT, cTcWTTf^k^R cfT, doMk>MdklAdldl? 
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atha asritam jhanasvaruparh, sadhyate; tacca pratyaksenavagatam. 
anyo ’numanasya visayo vaktavyah. katharh jhanasukhadi atma- 
sambandhitvena vyapadisyate-kirh sattamatrena, aho tajjanyataya, 
tajjanakatvena va, tatsamavayitvena va, tatsvarupatadatmyadvd? 

Translation: 873 

If you say that, the nature of knowledge is that, it is located and that 
is what is being established, then, it is known by perception. As a 
matter of fact, the object of inference has to be different from that of 
perception. (Moreover, how do you say that knowledge, happiness is 
related with the self?) Is it related just as an existence or being or as 
something produced by that? Or, as being producer of something? 
Or, as something being present by the relation of inherence? Or, as 
being of identical in nature? 

Text: 874 

^ f%FT cTT 3TT?^Sqf^Tci; cl^T 3TTrW[ TTfcTR^cHT: 
RsIH'HTlISf^^n^l cTSTT, , 310^x11 

tadyadi sattamatrena sukharh vijnanarh va atmano 'padisyate; tada 
atmavat sarve bhavascetanah syuh vijnanasatta’visesat. tatha, sarve 
sukhino bhaveyuh, anandasatta ’visesat. 

Translation: 874 

If you say that, by mere existence happiness or knowledge is said to 
be of the self, then, like the self, all the positive entities should be 
taken as conscious, because they are not different from the existence 
of knowledge. Similarly, all will become happy because they are not 
different from the existence of joy. 

Text: 875 

3T&T dvrvjl-hdhl RsIHHIrHHlsqfeqrl; HddldUMd: 

atha tajjanyataya vijhanamatmano 'padisyate; tada nayanalokapatah 
cetanah syuh, tairjanyamanatva ’ visesat. 

Translation: 875 

If you say that, since knowledge is produced by that, knowledge 
is said to be of the self, then, eyes, light, cloth etc. should also 
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be conscious, because they too produce the knowledge and as such 
there is no difference with them. 

Text: 876 

3Tar dvroHch^H dTd ffci d %TFld 3TRdT dddSTcf dddT 

dd-dd^ cfT ^FRUTT^q^: I 

atha tajjanakatvena tasya iti cet; tadayuktam, na vijnanena atma 
utpadyate bhavatarh pakse, utpadane va smarananupapattih. 

Translation: 876 

If you say, as the producer of the self, the self is called like that, that 
will not be proper, because according to you, knowledge does not 
produce self and if you say that, it produces self, then, one cannot 
explain remembrance. 

Text: 877 

3T&T 3TTcWMftd^T ftsIHH. STTdTdrSdfedcl; d, dddTdid;i ddd; dT, 
ddddT(dt) ft 3i^fu^dkhl xHdfdWdlRdldTdd: I dd: dd ^TdFTT: dj: I 

atha dtmasamavayitvena vijhanam atmano'padisyate; na, 
tadabhavat. bhavatu va, samavaye(yo) hi akhanditatma sarvatmava- 
stradisadharanah. tatah sarve cetanah syuh. 

Translation: 877 

If you say, since the knowledge exists in the self by inherence, it 
is said to be of the self, it is not correct, because, that is not the 
case. Or granting that it is the relation of inherence, being one 
without any part, is common to all self, cloth, etc. and as such all 
will become conscious. 

Text: 878 

3T2I R si Idld cited dFdd dFddfsfdd; dddybh., d^ ddclfted 3Fdd 
?Fddld;, ddd^dd^d ddd inched I dj 3idFdR dT dddtedxdddTr : , 
3idddTfte dTS^rWfl 

atha vijhanopalaksitasya nanyatra sambhavo ’sti; tadayuktam, 
tad upalaksitasya anyatra sambhavat, tatsambhavasca tasya 
ekatvat. asambhave va samavayanekatvaprasahgah, asamavayitvarh 
va ’nyesam. 
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Translation: 878 

If you say, nothing else can be indicated by knowledge, it is also 
not true. Because, what is indicated by that is possible to exist 
somewhere else and it is possible because it is one. If you say, it 
is not possible then, you should accept many inherences or other 
entities not existing by the relationship of inherence. 

Text: 879 

%TFbRW3 31WT: dhdld: fefj^ - ^tTFTT^T, 
cbbiRTdH doHHcllRlc^H, 3TTrWfWTcTTW^T? 

tatha, vijhanasamavdya atmanah samavayah him - sattamatrena, 
ahosvid atmajanakatvena, tajjanyatvena, tatsamavdyitvena, atma- 
svarupataddtmyadvd ? 

Translation: 879 

Similarly, if you say, inherence of knowledge is inherence of the self; 
there, we would like to ask, is it so by mere existence, or, as the 
producer of the self, or, as being produced by the self, or, being 
existent in the self by relationship of inherence, or, on account of 
being identical with the nature of the self? 

Text: 880 

^tTFTT^JT 3TWT: A 

tadyadi sattamatrena atmanah samavayo 'padisyate; tada jhana- 
samavayasatta ’visesat sarvesarh jhanasamavdyitvaprasahgah. 

Translation: 880 

If you say, as mere existence, the inherence of the self is referred to 
as such, then, there is no difference in the inherence of knowledge 
and existence, everything will be treated as being in the self by the 
relationship of inherence. 

Text: 881 

3T2T dvroKlrclH; dddybbU STTdTTT dhdldkmdd f^d?T, f^PdT^qWcfl 

atha tajjanyatvena; tadayuktam, nahi dtmand samavayotpadanam 
kriyate, nityatvabhyupagamat. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


293 


Translation: 881 

If you say, as being produced by the self, that also is not proper, 
because, it is not the case that inherence is produced by the self, 
because, according to you inherence is eternal. 

Text: 882 

3T&T dvroHcb^H 3TWT: >HHc||A|:; cT^fqWf, 3Tk*bTT PkikdldJ 

atha tajjanakatvena atmanah samavayah; tadanupapannam, atmano 
nityatvat. 

Translation: 882 

If you say that, as producer of the self, there is inherence of the self, 
it will not be proper, because self is eternal. 




Text: 883 

3Tk*#T ^FToTcT: eld 
WTTd;i 

atha atmani samavetah tena atmasamavayo ’bhidhiyate; tadayu- 
ktam, samavdydntaranabhyupagamdt. 


Translation: 883 

If you say, because it is present in the self by the relation of 
inherence, we say inherence of the self, it will not be proper, because, 
you have not accepted any other inherence. 


Text: 884 

3T21 Sikhdkld^d dtTd - 3TkWkTFT: 

^RT: kFkTFTlsfkvr ^ ^ 

fHddkhcdM^TdLW^I 

atha atmatadatmyena vartata iti atmasamavayah ucyate; tada 
atma vidyate nanyah samavayo ’sti tatsvabhavanupravesat. evarh 
vijhananandddmarh samavayasambandhena na niyatatmavyapadesa 
upapadyate. 

Translation: 884 

If you say, because it exists as identical with the self, we say that, 
there is inherence with the self. In that case, it means that, there 
is self and there is nothing else as inherence, because, it is included 
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in the nature of the self. In this way, one cannot refer to the self 
as something where knowledge, joy etc. exists by the relation of 
inherence. 

Text: 885 

3T2T 3tM^llWFTH RsIHH^lReb^ ^TWrlS^^fcl; 

atha atmatadatmyenopajayamanarh vijnananandadikam atmano 'pa- 
disyate; 

Translation: 885 
Clarification: 

Well, since knowledge, joy etc. arise as identical with the self, they 
are said to be of the self. 

Text: 886 

ci^T ftcfrrtt WIHlfa 3FRTT STT^TTI I 

tada vikdriprapnoti anayd bhangya atma. tatasca smarananumana- 
pratyabhijndnanupattih. 

Translation: 886 
Reply: 

In that case, by this argument the self becomes an entity which 
undergoes a change and as a consequence of this, remembrance, 
inference and recollection cannot be explained. 

Text: 887 

5?rrfcr 3TTc*TT ^iR^ldffeyuftsqrpg q qppj ; 

itopi atma sukhadikaryadhikarano ’vaganturh na paryate. 

Translation: 887 

For the following reason also the self cannot be understood as a 
locus of the effect viz. happiness etc. 

Text: 887a 

fefc cHld-ldl 31dj-Mldlfd?RFT cTNlf^ efjrf fstetcT, 3TT#f?§R dMvdldlfdSRRTftT, 
c^fdRvb^MvdMlfd?I^HIciifdRvblMvdldlRi5T^F=r ^T? 

kirn tenatmananupajatatisayena tapadi karyarh kriyate, ahosvi- 
dupajatatisayenapi kirn vyatiriktopajdtdtisayendvyatiriktopajdtati- 
sayena va? 
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Translation: 887a 

Here the question arises, is it the case that the self produces the 
effect in it viz. unhappiness etc. without being affected by any 
additional change or being affected by additional change or by 
possessing distinct additional change or by possessing additional 
change not different from itself. 

Text: 888 

d^fd \3dTrSTcl dmfd cfWf; ddT fdfd;, 31d,i-Hlds|cN-i| 

WTchlW^qWcf, d dNlRRchd: Wcf, Hd 

tadyadi anupajatatisayena utpadyate tapadi karyam; tada 
sarvada kuryat, anupajatabalasya karyakaranabhyupagamat, na 
tapadivikalah syat, samarh sukhadi karyam prasajyate. 

Translation: 888 

If you say, the effect such as unhappiness etc. produced without 
being affected by any additional change, then, the self should always 
produce such effects, because the cause and effect relationship is 
accepted of that whose strength is not disturbed and in that case, 
the self can never be free from unhappiness or the self will keep on 
producing happiness simultaneously. 

Text: 889 

3T2T ddb^ dNlR«t>|4; ddT 3HsrfM^TTlWl?Tlfd?W 

ifcT fefj dfdd Hdfd? 3TTdTT dddTTddll dd^d WU||^HHWcA|Rl5lHI^4R: I 

atha avyatiriktopajatatisayena utpadyate tapadikaryarh; tada 
avyatiriktopajatatisaya iti kirn bhanitam bhavati? atma upajayate. 
tatasca smarananumdnapratyabhijndnanupapattih. 

Translation: 889 

If you say that, the self produces effect such as unhappiness etc. on 
account of its being associated with additional change not different 
from itself, then, what is to be understood by the expression “being 
associated with additional change, not different from itself?” Does 
it mean self is produced, if it is so, then, one cannot explain 
remembrance, inference and recollection. 
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Text: 890 

3T&T ^Rlfl dNlRcbl4hj R cUlcHHI R? RT, d 

cJT? 

atha vyatiriktopajatatisayena janyate tapadikaryam; sa tenatmana 
saha sambaddho va, na va? 

Translation: 890 

If you say, the effects such as unhappiness is produced because of the 
additional change different from the self, then, the question arises 
whether that change is associated with the self or not. 

Text: 891 

; R cTWfcTSFr: cf>aPf? 

yadi na sambaddhah; sa tasyatisayah katham? 

Translation: 891 

If you say, it is not associated, then, how can that be called 
additional change of the self? 

Text: 892 

3T&T fcfj^ - 3T&T tjRJdH cfT? 

atha sambaddhah kim - janakatvena, atha janyatvena, tatsamava- 
yitvena va? 

Translation: 892 

If you say that, it is associated, then, also the question arises 
whether it is associated as a producer, or, as produced, or, as that 
in which the additional change resides by the relation of inherence. 
Text: 893 

vjHcb^H ; cRT 3TTRRT #TTfcR#T dd-1^4 ffcT I 

tadyadi janakatvena sambaddhah; tada atma tenatisayena utpadyate 
iti smarananupapattih. 

Translation: 893 

If you say that, it is related as the producer, then, it will mean that 
the self is produced by that additional factor and in that case, it 
will not be possible to explain remembrance. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


297 


Text: 894 

3T&T dtsfd 4d d>£Rydra?f? f^-3^MTcTTfrT?FFT, cijfdRiblM- 

dldlfd?l4d dT - ffcT FTHT tRdWddl 

atha janyatvena; so’pi tena kathamutpadyate? kim-anupajatati- 
sayena, vyatiriktopajatatisayena va - iti prapta prasnaparampara. 

Translation: 894 

If you say, it is associated as being produced by that self there also 
the question arises, how is it produced by the self? Is it as unaffected 
change, or, as an additional change distinct from itself and in this 
way one can go on asking a series of questions. 

Text: 895 

3Td d, ddd dddTdRd?dTc[, dddldddl 

atha tatsamavayitvena; na, tasya sarvasadharanatvat, tadabhdvdcca. 

Translation: 895 

If you say, it is associated as inherent cause, it is not correct, 
because, it is common to all and also because, it is not there. 

Text: 896 

3T&T f^Pdfdd^dh-fMdd vjHehd ddtfd? 

fd>d, d^r 3djqdn^sfd?Fr 3iwft wi d^r dTTisfd, dd; d>si ddfcp 

atha ekakaryajanakatvena sambaddhah; tadevedarh cintayitumara- 
bdham-kimidarh janakatvarh nameti? kihca, yadeva anupajate’tisaye 
atmano ruparh tadeva jate’pi, tat katharh karyarh kuryat? 

Translation: 896 

If you say that, it associated as a producer of one effect, then, the 
same we have started thinking about and the question comes to our 
mind is: what is the meaning of producer? Moreover, whatever is 
the form of the self at the state of its not being affected by any 
change, the same is its character after it is affected by a change. 
Therefore, how can it be a producer of an effect? 

Text: 897 


3Td ^dbM'WldMbSddj d^id PkikdhJ 3Td dldddWif; ddTfd d dr^fd 
chTdd;i 
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atha purvarupasyatadavasthyam; susthitarh nityatvam! atha tada- 
vasthyam; tathapi na karoti karyam. 

Translation: 897 

If you say, its earlier form does not remain the same, then, it is clear 
that the self is eternal and if you say that, it remains the same, even 
then, it cannot produce an effect. 

Text: 898 

dd 4t||f2|eblRHcHlcHH d - ^Idc^fcil 

evarh naiyayikadimatenatmana upabhogasmaranadikarh na 
jaghatiti. 

Translation: 898 

In this way, according to the doctrine of Naiyayika etc. it cannot 
be explained that the self enjoys, the self remembers etc. 

[d. djdddl ^dldl^djiMRhdKkld 3ikdld,dldpNm^ddl l] 

[2. jainamate upabhogadyanupapattiprakatanena atmanumana- 
nirasasucana.J 

Text: 899 

Wifi ^Rdkldld 3TTcdT, d'b-llft ld,MM fd: | d>aR? 

3iwtr fwf, 3TfWf, tafddi dT? 

yasyapi dehaparimanamatra atma, tasyapi sukhaduhkhopabhoga- 
nubhavasmarananupapattih. katham? upapadyate - sukhadikaryam 
atmano bhinnam, abhinnam, bhinnabhinnarh va? 

Translation: 899 

The Jainas think that, self is of the size of a body. For them also, it 
is not possible to explain how such a self can have an experience of 
happiness, unhappiness etc. and how can self remember anything. 
If you ask me how the following is the explanation: One may ask 
whether the effect viz. happiness etc. is different from the self or 
identical with the self or different-cum-identical with the self. 

Text: 900 

d^fd fWf; dfdd>d; - FIt 1HI>I ( d^-doH d^dd^d, dOHddlfil^d dT 
- tjcffe ^Wdd^kd cidwddj 
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tadyadi bhinnam; tatkirn - sattamatrena, tajjanyatvena, tajjana- 
katvena, tatsamavayitvena va - iti purvoktarh dusanamanusrtya 
vaktavyam. 

Translation: 900 

If you say, it is different, there also the question arises, is it different 
by mere existence or as being produced by that, or, as producer of 
that, or, as an inherent cause of that? All these questions are to be 
answered in the same way as discussed before. 

Text: 901 

3T&T 3Tf>T?T tier c# 3TTW 'dcMilcI I 

^sllfccjd 3TWTlHHkcj'lMM^:| 

atha abhinnam sukhaduhkhopabhogasmaranadikdryamutpadyate; 
evarh tarhi atma utpadyate. tadutpattau smarananumananupapattih, 
sukhadivad atmano nanatvopapatteh. 

Translation: 901 

If you say that, the effect viz. the experience of happiness and 
unhappiness and remembrance etc. are produced as identical with 
the self, then, it will mean that, the self is produced and if you 
accept that self is produced, you cannot explain remembrance and 
inference because as happiness etc. are many selves also are many. 
Text: 902 

3T&T tjefj Tier STTvRT; ^l^cbdl SfTHTI tJcfK^ 

3id,hH'!-H^U||q i iwFd:| 

atha eka eva atma; sukhaderapyekata praptd. tatasca ekatve 
anubhavasyaivavasthanad anumanasmarananupapattih. 

Translation: 902 

If you say, the self is only one, then, happiness should also be one 
and if that is one, experience will have to be taken as one and in that 
case it will not be possible to explain inference and remembrance. 

Text: 903 

3?ar qpn?d 3Twrrsfcr ddciifci^Mdj 

atha nanatvarh sukhadmam; atmano 'pi tadevapadyate, tadavya- 
tirekat. 
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Translation: 903 

If you say that, happiness etc. are many, then, self should also be 
many, because, they are not different from them. 

Text: 904 

3iar ^uf^sfcr 3TTHTT % M; d^T ^iRdkJlc^' d eFJIcTl 3T&T 

d^lRdlbk^R, 

atha sukhadibhede ’pi atma naiva bhidyate; tada sukhaditdddtmyarh 
na labhyate. atha sukhaditadatmyam; 

Translation: 904 

If you say that, even if happiness etc. are different, still, the self 
remains one and the same. Then, self cannot be considered to be 
identical to happiness etc. 

Text: 905 

cktT tJcjxTT ^iRdTdHkh'lM^xl: I 

tada ekata nopapadyate, sukhadivat nanatmopapatteh. 

Translation: 905 

If you say that, happiness is identical to self etc. then, you cannot 
maintain that, self is one, because, like happiness etc. the self will 
become many. 

Text: 906 

3TST f^TWf^T ^<sllReM4 HtfdH ^pjlftfcr ^ 

atha bhinnabhinnarh sukhadikaryarh tena noditarh dusanamiti cet; 

Translation: 906 
Objection: 

Well, the effect viz. happiness etc. is different-cum-identical and 
therefore, such a question cannot be raised. 

Text: 907 

c^aFf? f^3HTRR#T, cFRUJl^FT cp? 

katham? kirn akaranyatvena, ahosvit karyanyatvena, karananyatvena 
va? 

Translation: 907 

Reply: 

How? As being of different form? Or, because of different effect or 
being different from cause? 
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Text: 908 

d^lehKHJ^H 3TWTt fwT dbdybd, 3TTWF^t ft 3Rfl- 

^TTcpRqi^DT >Mkhdl 3T^q^l#T 

cfKcngq^: i ft i^r>wr[, ft hImm^, 

HHl'MlWr ft ^f^l‘ 1 wfr(?TT)d V lMM^^ - 3^#^TTc|5Rqf^UT ^dkl<hKl 

tadyadyakaranyatvena atmano bhidyate sukhadikaryam; tadayu- 
ktam, akaranyatvarh hi anyonyakarapariharena svatmana vyava- 
sthitam, abhedaparyudasena bhinnabuddhivisayatvenavasthitereka- 
tvanupapattih. ekatvarh hi ekasvabhavata, ekasvabhdvye hi nana- 
svabhavata nopapadyate, ndnasvabhdvye hi ekasvabhavato (ta) - 
nopapadyate- anyonyakarapariharena etavakarau vyavasthitau. 
Translation: 908 

If you say that, the effect viz. happiness etc. is different from the self, 
because, it is of different form, which will not be proper, because, 
being different from a form means, being in ones own form, by 
giving up mutual form and since, it will be different from identity, it 
will become object of different knowledges and as such, one cannot 
justify that it is one. Being one means, having one nature and if 
something has one nature, there cannot be many natures in it and 
if something has many natures, it cannot have one nature and this 
is how by giving up mutual form, these two forms will remain as 
they are. 

Text: 909 

3T2T ebKUlHJ^H TjdMRcPePdl; 

atha karananyatvena bhedaparikalpana; 

Translation: 909 
Clarification: 

Well, we are postulating difference because of its being different 
from the cause. 

Text: 910 

dddybd., <hKU||dbr?f cm e&KUH<slfu^d cm 

vHdfcll cTSTT chKujHi^eh cm njKIHH ^ EIST^I d 
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k, cfkk^T, 3Tfq g 3TTWkk k I *T 3WRk 3ff^T 

^kHHb, c^awk? 

tadayuktam, bhinnadapi karanadabhinnarh karyarh drstam. mrt- 
pindadandadyanekarh karanamakhanditarh karyarh janayati. tatha 
ekenapi karanenanekarh karyarh janyamanarh drstam, ghatadi. tena 
na karanabhedena vastunarh bhedah, napi karyabhedena, api tu 
akarabhedenaiva bhedah. sa ca akarabhedah asti sukhatmanoh, 
kathamabhedah ? 

Translation: 910 
Reply: 

It is not proper. Because, we do find that, even out of different 
causes, identical effect is produced e.g. a set of factors such as ball 
of mud, stick, etc. produces one undivided effect. In the same way, 
by a single cause many effects are produced and we see them in the 
form of pot etc. Therefore, there is no difference of things because of 
the difference in cause. Nor there is difference because of difference 
in effects. As a matter of fact, the difference is caused only due to 
the difference in form and that difference in the form is certainly 
found in happiness and self and therefore how can there be identity 
between the two? 

Text: 911 

fek, 3k OTcfflkT 3TWT1 fwr 3hku| 3TT^k 

3TNhRFcTkT? 

kirhca, yenaiva akarena sukham atmano bhidyate tenaiva akarena 
abhinnam, ahosvid akarantarena? 

Translation: 911 

Moreover, is it the fact that the very form, by which happiness is 
distinguished from the self, by the same form, it is identical? Or by 
some other form? 

Text: 912 

ckl4>I^U| 3TfWf; cTRT dkk-disk WfcIMWl RdfR WiTI 

tadyadi tenaivakarena abhinnam; tasya tavadekanta'bhedah prati- 
panno bhavati bhavata. 
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Translation: 912 

If you say, it is identical by the same form, then, you have accepted 
absolute identity with that. 

Text: 913 

3T&T 3il<hKhd^U| 3TfWf; 3il<hKhcb *T *rafcT, ’teTcfl 

atha akarantarena abhinnam; akarantararh sukharh na bhavati, 
tadabhede’pi sukhasya bhedat. 

Translation: 913 

If you say, it is identical by another form, then, it means that, 
another form is not happiness and even if it is identical, the self will 
be different from happiness. 

[?. Pb'HHhj] 

[3. prasangat jainabhimatasyanekantavadasya nirasanam.] 

Text: 914 

^ dlPkAPf 

3FfTSFdT ^xTT f^TT, 3TT^FckRft mstaTI 

evarh ca sthite- u tadeva nityarn tadeva canityam” ityetanno- 
papadyate, sukhatmanorbhedat. anadyantd satta nitya, adyantavati 
ca 'nitya. 

Translation: 914 

Thus, your statement “the same is eternal and the same is 
non-eternal,” is not proper, because, happiness and the self are 
different. An existence which has no beginning and no end is eternal 
and an existence which has a beginning and an end is non-eternal. 

Text: 915 

?ran-“dWlcPTT5^i kcl^ui yrwf s^ddft ^ ^P^wfcTI M^u| ^ 
'm: dT^FITT, 3Tfd Tki cR^c-P^lcf, 

cfE^TFT: Tkft ‘HR^Ri? ; cKT 

HT(q)dk)4dl WIHlR, ^SIT dWkPTT dWIPfpR?T:, cTSlT 

tatha-‘ l pararupatayd’satvarh svarupena sattvam” ityetadapi na 
sambhavati. pararupena na bhavah napyabhavah, api tu svena 
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rupena bhava ekatmakah-ekarh hidarh vastupalabhyate, tacceda- 
bhavah kimidanirh bhavo bhavisyati? tadyadi pararupataya’bhavah; 
tada ghatasya gha(pa)tarupata prapnoti, yatha pararupataya bhava- 
tve ’rigikriyamane pararupanupravesah, tatha abhavatvepyangikriya- 
mane pararupanupravesa eva. tatasca sarvarh sarvatmakarh syat. 

Translation: 915 

Similarly, your another statement, “in another form it is 
non-existent, and in its own form it is existent is also is an 
impossibility.” In another form, neither a positive entity nor a 
negative entity exists, rather in ones own form, a positive entity 
is considered to be of a single form and as such one finds one entity 
and if that entity is absence, then, what will be the positive entity? 
Therefore, if you say that, in another form, there is absence, then, 
one can also say, there is no pot in the form of a cloth. As, if a 
positive entity is accepted having another form, then, that will be 
included in another form. In the same way, if it is accepted as an 
absence, it will be included in another form and as a consequence, 
everything will become identical with everything. 

Text: 916 

WiWTFTFT:; ^t dTWM: I df? ^ Wf 

3RT&TT ft 3TTcT%^TTcfl 

atha pararupasyabhavah; tadavirodhi tvaikatvarh tasya ’bhavah. nahi 
tasmin sati bhavan tasyanupalabdherdrasta, anyatha hi atmanopya- 
bhdvo bhavet. 

Translation: 916 

If you say, it is absence of another form, then, one and the same will 
not be opposing that other and absence of that will be the absence 
of that other. It is also not the fact that when that is there, you are 
the experiencer of that absence of experience. Otherwise, there will 
be absence of self also. 

Text: 917 

3T&T 3TT?WcTTSf^tf^R ‘Wld; 

atha atmasatta ’virodhitvena svatmano ’bhavo na bhavatyeva; 
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Translation: 91 7 
Clarification: 

Well, there will be no absence of ones own self, because it will not 
be contradictory to the existence of the self. 

Text: 918 

parasattdvirodhitvat parasyapyabhavo na bhavati. 

Translation: 918 

Reply: 

In that case, because of the non-contradiction of existence of 
something else, there will be no absence, of that something else. 

Text: 919 

3T9TTWhRcRn cfd Wf RFTt R Rdfd - ; 

athaparakarataya nopalabhyate tena parasya bhavo na bhavati; 

Translation: 919 
Clarification: 

Since, that is not experienced as having another form, therefore, 
there will not be absence of another form. 

Text: 920 

3THIc||ebKcR|l ^ W^RFfTsfcr R ^cf^l 

abhavakarataya ca anupalabdheh parasyabhavo ’pi na bhavet. 

Translation: 920 
Reply: 

Then, since it will not be known as having the form of absence, 
there will no absence of other form. 

Text: 921 

3T&T 3THIc||ebKdA|l d^T RIRtS^fT dTfTd, 3T‘H|cj|chKkdRd^lcf- 

atha abhavakarataya upalabhyate; tada bhavo 'nyo nasti, abhavaka- 
rantaritatvat abhavasvabhdvdvagdhinavabodhena abhava eva dyotito 
na bhavah. yatha sukhavagahakena vijnanena sukhameva’va- 
dyotitarh na duhkham. 
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Translation: 921 

If you say, it is known as having the form of an absence, then, it 
means that, there is no other positive entity. Since, it includes the 
form of an absence, the knowledge in which the nature of absence 
will appear as its content, will reveal only absence and not any 
positive entity as the knowledge of happiness, reveals happiness 
and not unhappiness. 

Text: 922 
3T&T 

atha sukhajnanena duhkhamapi grhyate; 

Translation: 922 
Objection: 

Well, by knowledge of happiness, unhappiness is also known. 

Text: 923 

cTfepff UIHlfdl Mdfi|k>Mdi|l #3?T- 

3lf^WTcf5 ^ f^i?T £f^b- "RFT twf RFt dtssff 

“HHIslilkhdu I dRRFT fddbbT ddM? dWl II” #T, 

tadidanirh sukhaduhkhayorekata prapnoti. tatasca parydyarupataya 
bhedabhyupagamo hiyate-abhinnatmakarh jagat syat. evanca sthite 
yaduktam- u bhage sirfiho naro bhage yo ’rtho bhagadvayatmakah, 
tamabhagam, vibhagena narasirhharh pracaksate. ” iti, 

Translation: 923 
Reply: 

In that case happiness, unhappiness will become one and the same 
and as a consequence they will become synonymous and there will 
be no knowledge of difference between them and consequently, the 
whole world will become one and the same. When such is our 
analysis, your statement “a thing having two parts, one part of 
which is a lion and the other man, is called nrsimha- man-lion” is 
not proper. Because, the whole universe becomes indivisible. 

Text: 924 

c1*T HIHlfd ^WTTSxblu^Llccllcfl WdfddddbZJdr dTd: dlddldWTlR:, 
^RldT T^dTdWddT:, WtZfd ^‘H|c|K-dwld^d fET: II” 
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tanna prapnoti visvasya’khandarupatvat. etadapi na vaktavyam- 
“eko bhavah sarvabhavasvabhavah, sarve bhava ekabhavasvabhavah, 
eko bhavastatvato yena drstah sarvebhavastattvatastena drstah. ” 

Translation: 924 

You should also not say the following “one positive entity is of the 
nature of all positive entities; all entities are of the nature of one 
positive entity and therefore, one who has realized even one positive 
entity, in its real form, one can conclude that, he has seen all positive 
entities in their real forms.” 

Text: 925 

3T&T TOfaT pTSFct WTTcTFTFf; 

atha parydya itaretaratmana bhidyante sarvabhavanam; 

Translation: 925 
Clarification: 

Well, the knowledges of all positive entities are distinguished on the 
basis of mutual form. 

Text: 926 

^chi^ui zran- 

“RT! «tcr(ir)w! 

NjTIReblsfsft RTtTT II” 

evarh tarhi bhava ’bhdvaparyayayorapi bhedo ’stu. imameva murkha- 
tarh digambaranamahgikrtya uktarh sutrakarena yatha- 

“nagnal srava(ma)naka! durbuddhe! kayaklesaparayana! 
jivikarthe ’pi carambhe kena tvamasi siksitah. ” 

Translation: 926 
Reply: 

In that case, let there be difference of the pairs of positive and 
negative entities also. Taking this way, illogical argument of the 
Jainas the author of the sutras has said the following: “Oh nude 
ascetic, Oh foolish one, Oh engaged in giving torture to the body, 
who has taught you in the beginning even for your livelihood?” 
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[«. Tri^R?T5fc[ 

[4- sdrhkhyamate 'pi bhoganupapattipradarsanenatmanumananirasah.] 

Text: 927 

?f2IT ‘Hl J K-dkhPl 3^: I ^1- 

*lf^kcl ( d^-Rdd dT? d^Fd pfj ^ HkhPl, Wd ^ddf^kT 
; Tk T FT: I 

tatha sarhkhyamatenapi atmano bhogo naiva sampadyate bhogasya 
dtmani avrtteh. bhogasabdena sukhamabhidhiyate, tatsarhvedanarh 
vd? tadubhayarh buddhau vartate natmani, evanca vyavasthite 
buddherbhoktrtvarh natmanah. 

Translation: 927 

In the same way, even according to the doctrine of Samkhya, it is 
not possible to explain how the self enjoys, because the enjoyment 
does not exist in the self. By the word enjoyment, what do you 
mean? Do you mean happiness or awareness of happiness? Both 
occur only in the intellect and not in the self. When such is the 
fact, according to you, the intellect can be said to be an enjoyer 
and not the self. 

Text: 928 

3T2T ^ 3TWTt 3Tk*FT: 

Cfxfcd WT7Z& I “wf 

atha buddhigatenapi bhogenaiva atmano bhoktrtvamabhidhiyate; 

tada buddhigatena kartrtvena atmanah kartrtvarh prasajyate. 

tatasca “karta na bhavati” ityetanna vaktavyam. 

Translation: 928 

If you say that, even if the enjoyment resides in the intellect, still, 
the self can be said to be the enjoyer, then, since doerness exists in 
the intellect, let the self be called the doer and if it is acceptable to 
you, you should not say “the self is not the doer.” 

Text: 929 

3T&T 3Tk*#T d 


■Hd^khll 
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atha atmani kartrtvasya'vrtteh akarta ityapadisyate; bhogasyapya- 
tadvrtteh sambhug na bhavatyatma. 

Translation: 929 

Since, the doerness does not exist in the self, self is called “not a 
doer” then, since, the enjoyment also does not exist in the self, the 
self cannot be called the enjoyer. 

Text: 930 

3Tf^f HxfHT H1H HaiT ^ WWt ckfaul 

cian pff dcTTFi gfrr HtHlsfH g# hhhft: 

PITH: I 

atha asti kartrtvarh yadi nama aupacarikam, yatha bhrtye 
jayaparajayau vartamanau svamini upacaryete tatha buddhau 
vartamanarh kartrtvarh purhsi upacaryate; yadyevam bhogo 'pi 
buddhau vartamanah purusasyaupacarikah praptah. 

Translation: 930 
Clarification: 

Well, in a secondary sense, the self is called a doer as when a servant 
becomes the winner or becomes defeated, as the master of that 
servant is secondarily called the winner or defeated, in the same 
way, although the doerness exists in the intellect, still secondarily 
self is called the doer. 

Text: 931 

3ttHHTlwrsfn 3TRHfH H T=FHHf?f; 3F2RT g^ddH^HIRI HtHTSHlt W 
3TRHHt HTSTf^PHT H HkHHTI H^l H HkhPl ^RHhlkdl HtHT ft 

TT HkhPl % fekl, HHHTHTcf fdWTfW: I 

aupacariko 'pi atmani na sambhavati; anyatra mukhyatayanabhyu- 
pagamat. bhoga'bhave ca atmano moksacinta na kartavya. bandha- 
navan mucyate. na catmani bandhanamasti. bhogo hi bandhanam. 
sa catmani naiva vidyate, tadabhavat mokso 'pi nirupapattikah. 

Translation: 931 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, the real locus of the enjoyment is the intellect and 
in a secondary way, the self is called the enjoyer. As a matter of 
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fact, even secondarily the self cannot be called the enjoyer, because, 
enjoyment is not accepted as existing primarily somewhere else i.e. 
in the intellect and when the enjoyment is not there, the self need 
not worry about salvation or liberation or freedom from bondage. 
One who is bound, can be liberated. There is no bondage in the self. 
Enjoyment could have been the bondage, but that does not exist in 
the self and since that is not there, one cannot explain liberation 
also. 

Text: 932 

?T8JT, 3TWft5tT^i *T ^^1% •HWcN-dl^l <1 M T T 

tatha, atmano ’stitvarh na siddhyati bhoktrtvasyabhave. bhogyena 
bhokturanumanam. 

Translation: 932 

Similarly, since there is nothing called enjoyerness, one cannot prove 
the existence of the self. One can infer the enjoyer on the basis of 
the object of enjoyment. 

Text: 933 

W ‘H'lcj'dRdl^ clTT, cTSIT STOpf cPT 

yatha supadimatrarh bhoktravinabhutam drstam, tatha pradhanam 
savikararh bhogyarh tena bhokta’numiyate; 

Translation: 933 
Clarification: 

As the things like soup etc. is always seen related with the enjoyer, 
in the same way, the object of enjoyment viz. on the basis of the 
changing pradhana the enjoyer can be inferred. 

Text: 934 

3TWTt ‘iTtfWqET efjaf 3TE T TT5d,hli|^, 3TWTT dl? 

3TWT: thWftWdTcfl iKte ^ 

etaccayuktam; atmano bhoktrtvabhave katharh bhogyena atma’nu- 
miyate, atmana saha bhogyasya sambandhanavagateh? tadanava- 
gatisca atmanah pratyaksavisayatvat. tadavisayatvarh ca ‘visese ’nu- 
gamdbhavah ’ ityuktam. 
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Translation: 934 
Reply: 

This is not proper, because, when the self cannot be the enjoyer, how 
can be the self be inferred on the basis of the object of enjoyment? 
We do not know the relationship between the self and the object of 
enjoyment. We do not know because the self cannot be the object 
of perception. To explain that the self cannot be the object of 
perception, it has been said, “There is no consecutive character 
to specify it.” 

Text: 935 

3T&T 3TTTTTT 3^?^; d^T PddSiRqiRd 3TWT: bHHdl dddSTfg- 

RFTfWR^T, dd - ^ RRdlKT?TTI 

atha pratyaksena atma avadharyate; tada pratyaksavisayatvena 
atmanah samanata pratyaksanumanavisayatvena, tatasca siddha- 
sadhyata. 

Translation: 935 

If you say, the self is determined on the basis of perception, then, 
the self becomes the object of perception and also object of inference 
and thus becomes object of both, perception and inference and this 
leads to the fault of knowing something which is already known. 
Text: 936 

supadibhoktravinabhutam drstam; tatkim-dehadivyatiriktabhoktravina- 
bhutarh drstam, ahosvid dehamatrabhoktravinabhutam, drstam? 

Translation: 936 

You have said that, the object of enjoyment like soup is invariably 
related to the enjoyer. There we would like to ask, “Is it seen 
invariably related with the enjoyer who is different from body etc?” 
Or, is it seen invariably related with the enjoyer who is nothing else 
but the body? 

Text: 937 

dWfd cIER; d^T dT^fRwfdd^d:, 

3TRdRtSd°lRd^HI 
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tadyadi dehadivyatiriktabhoktravinabhutarh drstam; tada drstanto ’pi 
darstantikapratitulyah, atmano ’ tindriyatvena. 

Translation: 937 

If you say, it is seen invariably related with the enjoyer, different 
from the body, then, the example becomes comparable to that for 
which, this is an example, because, the self is beyond the range of 
sense organs. 

Text: 938 

atha pratyaksenavadhdrita atma; tada siddha atma, kimanu- 
manena? 

Translation: 938 

If you say that, self is determined by perception, then, the self is 
already established, in that case what is the need of inference? 

Text: 939 

3T&T ^RebK|U|i I 

atha dehamatrabhoktravinabhutarh drstam; tada dehavikaranarh 
bhogayogena natmanah siddhih. 

Translation: 939 

If you say, it is seen invariably related with the enjoyer, who is 
nothing but the body, then, the enjoyment gets associated with the 
changes of the body and therefore, the self cannot be established. 

Text: 940 

^ 3T 3TWTt ‘'TFT:, cfRUT: 

3TWT:, xT W[: W *T I xl 31fcbPT 

W^ffcT; cRT dybkhHHft 
cTcT§x||^cl e i)tKH^:| 

bhavatu va atmano bhogah, tathapi akrta-krtabhyagamanasado- 
saprasahgah-akrtasya karmanah phalamabhyeti atmanah, krtasya 
ca karmanah phalarh na sampadyate buddhih. yadi ca akrtasya 
karmanah phalamabhyeti; tada muktatmanamapi tatphalam syat, 
dtmavrttiniyamahetorabhavat. tatascakaivalyaprasahgah. 
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Translation: 940 

Or, let us accept that, the self has enjoyment, still, this will lead 
to the defect of getting the effect of an act, which the self has not 
performed and not getting the result of an act, which the self has 
performed. The self will get the result of an act, which the self has 
not performed, and the intellect will not get the result in spite of the 
fact that, the intellect has performed the act and if it is allowed that, 
one gets the result of an act which he has not performed, then, even 
those selves who have not performed the acts, will get the result, 
because, there will be nothing in the self which can control this 
situation and as a consequence of this there can never be liberation. 

[H. 'Hi'biNHHd'Kl 

[5. sarhkhyasammatasya kaivalyasyanupapattikatvopapadanam.] 

Text: 941 

test %iwr, “qcprt 

mRoUvjiRi ■qWfi £hicm$ui 3twtT 
3TWT1 3F#c[%: I ^ | 

itasca kaivalyarh nopapadyate, bhogyabhojakayoravasthanat. nahi 
bhavatarh pakse sadatmanarh parityajati bhogyam. yenakarena 
atmano bhogyatvenavasthitam, nahi tadakaramativartate, atmano 
bhoktrtvakarasya anativrtteh. ativrttau ca atmocchedaprasahgah. 

Translation: 941 

For the following reason also, no liberation is possible according 
to the Sarhkhya school of thought, because, there is nothing called 
object of enjoyment and the enjoyer. According to your doctrine, it 
is not the case that, the object of enjoyment leaves the self. The self 
does not leave its form by which form it is said to be the enjoyer 
of the object of enjoyment, because, the self does not or cannot 
over-ride the form of its being the enjoyer and if it over-rides, then, 
there will be no self left in this universe. 

[5. 

[6. vedantasammatasyanandarupakaivalyasyayuktikatapradarsanam.] 
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Text: 942 

31ld-dk>Mdkdd: toddtonfET cTsf^T *T W^\ ef^? 

WFT: STFF^WT Ef ; ET^T >H'HKIcR«||A|Hft ElEf ^ fNHddlJ E1ET?ET 

Rr^TTWTRTt Pl bL bcf: I 

ye 'pi anandarupamatmanah kaivalyamabhidadhati te 'pi yuktivadino 
na bhavanti. katham? yadyatmanah anandaruparh svasarhvedyarh 
ca; tada sarhsaravasthayamapi tat vedyarh prasaktam. tatasca 
moksarthaprayaso nisphalah. 

Translation: 942 

Even those philosophers (the Advaitins) who talk of liberation of 
the form of Bliss, do not seem to be rational. If you ask me how, 
we wonder, if the self is of the nature of bliss and at the same 
time, self-illuminating, then, at the time of bondage also it should 
be self-illuminating and in that case the very effort for liberation is 
purposeless. 

Text: 943 

3Tar ^RTNER-SMT R tol 3HlRddlcHjfu3ddldH: AIWf, ^dkdRd Eft 

dd^fed" tof, ^ -Hei fed hi 3TTE*#r 3Tkd^T tof; 

atha sarhsardvasthayarh na vedyate anadimalavagunthitamatmanah 
svarupam, yatha patantarite ghate ghatabuddhirna bhavati, evarh 
malalipte dtmani atm.abuddhirna bhavati; 

Translation: 943 
Clarification: 

Well, at the stage of bondage, the nature of the self is not revealed, 
because, it is covered with dirt from time without a beginning. As 
a pot is not known, if the pot is covered with a cloth, in the same 
way, if the self is covered with dirt, the awareness of the self does 
not arise. 

Text: 944 

dddddytdf, ^kddlHfltodl: ^^Icf-^dl-dRd Eft dd^fed" tof 
tfdFETErft RTfvT ^Ri)U| ^TTcR ^FsFEft dTf^vT d^TklT^ Eft %TFT 

ddJ-Mdjtl I g 3R: deHc| J J, u d^d 3REf ftol? R todddkdcfETFl 

fton tsr to et 3iTRR<Rtor-Eran tont ftowf, eret 
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feicT ^•qr^rsfcr fejci, ^(?t)stwt: *rcTa^rasft 

fefcT cWfsft felcT, Hd'WIsftjfiiceWcell^ 3TRTdtS&lkK^Hl5^-2|FTTr[l 

tadetadayuktam, drstantadarstantikayoh vaisamydt-patantarite 
ghate ghatabuddhirna bhavati patantardhane sati indriyena sakarh 
sambandho nasti tadabhavad ghate nendriyajarh vijhanarh sampa- 
dyate. iha tu punah malavagunthanena kasya vyavadhanarh 
kriyate? na vedyavedakayorvyavadhanarh kriyate. vedyarh vedakarh 
ca atmasvarupameva-yatha bauddhanarh svasarhvedyarh vijhdnam, 
tacca visayasadbhave’pi vedyate tadabhave’pi vedyate, ya(ta)tha- 
tmanah svasarhvedyarh svaruparh malasadbhave’pi vedyate 
tadasadbhave’pi vedyate, malasya’kincitkaratvad atmano’rtha- 
ntaratvena ’vasthanat. 

Translation: 944 
Reply: 

This is not proper, because, there is no similarity between example 
and the thing for which this is an example. When a pot is covered 
by a cloth, there does not arise the perception of the pot, because 
the pot is not connected with the sense organ and in the absence of 
the relationship with the sense organ, the perceptual knowledge 
of pot does not arise. In the present case, however i.e. in the 
case of awareness of the self, what is covered by the cover of 
dirt? Nothing intervenes between the knower and the object of 
knowledge, because, both, the object of knowledge and the knower, 
are nothing but the self. According to the Buddhists, as the 
knowledge is self-illumined and the awareness of that knowledge, 
continues with or without the presence of the object of knowledge. 
In the same way, the nature of the self viz. self awareness exists even 
when there is presence of dirt or when there is no dirt. The dirt is 
insignificant to this phenomenon, because the self exists irrespective 
of all this. 


Text: 945 

3T&T dldk^H Tc#T; cTTT ’JMTfa ^JcrfcT? 3TRWT- 

dk?Tl RteTTRFraW: I 
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atha tadatmyena sthitani malani; tada ‘malani apamyante’ kimu- 
ktarh bhavati? dtma'pamyate. tatasca moksabhavaprasangah. 

Translation: 945 

If you say, the dirt appears as identical as the self, then, when you 
say the dirts are being removed, what does it mean? Does it mean 
the self is removed? This will lead to the absence of liberation. 


[19. khld,hHbd] 

[7. mimarhsakamatenapi dtmdnumdnasydsambhavitvaprakatanam.J 


Text: 946 


cTSJT 4hhHebHcHlft 3ikhld,hH ^ PkkTfl, 

5FTMkTFfl f^kTf^wf&T ft 5FTF#f 
Hld/HH PkRTci, 3T^TFTTcf^f ^ TTTJTSf ^ Pkkkll cicT^ 
f^Wfuil PwdWHIU|i||&i)ssf:, ^STT^- 

TTWkk I 3PfTtT: ^pST:, d^ildUl : I 


tatha mimarhsakamatenapi atmanumanam, na pravartate, pramana- 
ntaranavadharitarthavisayatvabhyupagamat pramananam. niyata- 
visayani hi pramanani pratipadyante-pratyaksavaseye nanumanam 
pravartate, anumandvaseye ca pratyaksarh na pravartate. tatasca 
itaretaravyavrttivisesavisayani. tadayu(tadu)ktam- “visese ’nugama- 
bhavah ” viseso niyatapramanagrahyo ’ rthah, tathabhute ’rthe ’hgi- 
kriyamdne anumanasyd'nugamabhdvah. anugamah sambandhah, 
tadgrahananupapattih. 


Translation: 946 

Similarly, according to the doctrine of MTmamsakas, inference has 
no scope to establish self, because, according to them, the processes 
of knowing i.e. the pramanas are accepted as operative towards such 
object which is not known by another process of knowing. They also 
accept the processes of knowing having one is to one relationship, 
between one kind of process of knowing and its object. If something 
is determined by perception, inference has no scope to reveal it 
and when something is concluded by the process of inference, the 
process of perception has no scope to reveal it. Thus, the objects 
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are mutually exclusive and they are the objects of specific process 
of knowing as it has been said, “There is absence of consecutive 
property with reference to a specific object.” Here, specific means 
an object which is known by a specific process of knowing and when 
an object is accepted as of that form, an inference is left with no 
consecutive scope of operation. The word anugam means, relation 
and such a relation cannot be known. 

Text: 947 

3Tsf(ar) n^nu^raiRcIwisf 3P|dFi pphtI; 

arthe(tha) pratyaksadyavadharitepyarthe anumanarh pravartate; 

Translation: 947 
Clarification: 

Inference can operate with reference to the object, even if it is 
determined by the process of perception. 

Text: 948 

TTTRH: I HTHTWP Hdlddll “HFTF^f 
'CTTKlcTT" PPPHIddHTPlR I 3Hf^dcPaTdv^Tpot zf 3PPapf>d;i 

nanvevarh pratyaksdnumanasadharano ’rthah prasaktah. sadhara- 
nata samanata. “samanye siddhasadhyata” pratyaksavagatatvat. 
anadhigatdrthagantrvisesanarh ca aparthakam. 

Translation: 948 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, an object becomes that, which is commonly accessed 
by perception and inference. Commonality means sameness and 
if there is sameness, there is knowledge of that which is already 
known, because, it is already known by perception and in that case, 
the adjective (in the definition of pramana) “that which causes the 
knowledge of a thing which is not already known, becomes empty.” 
Text: 949 

3Tapp, HTHdR I WTF*pfT: 

dldKH^dl dH HFTRP %JcT, gap ^ d fef?T Hap H7T5H 

fdfgPP HTddR-fdHFFPFP HTddd;i dH filcc|H pTcl I HPPRT fPWf? 
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athava samanye siddhe sadhanam ityanyo ’ rthah. samanyayoh 
gamyagamakabhavo ’bhyupagamyate mimarhsakena. naca tat 
samanyarh vidyate, yatha ca na vidyate tatha pragevoditam. tatasca 
siddhasya sadhanam-vidyamanasya sadhanam. naca agnitvamasti. 
tadabhave kasyedarh jhapakam? 

Translation: 949 

Or, this can be explained in another way, “When the universal 
is established, the thing is established.” The MTmamsakas accept 
implication between two universals. That, there is nothing called 
universal, has already been established by us before. Thus, proving 
that which is established, means, establishing that which is 
established. There is nothing called hreness and when there is no 
hreness, what can be the ground to imply that? 

Text: 950 

3TSM, tdlig dTTdd I R)£HH ^TTWfl Td 

dHhddlbdl ?TW(?d)RstHH dTFTFWfl efjSf dTFTRt dTT^Ft dfdd[d£fd? 

athava, siddharh sadhanam siddhasadhanam ityanyo 'rthah. vidya- 
manarh sadhanam naca dhumatvasamanyamasti. tacca(tva)vidya- 
manarh samanyam. katharh samanyarh sadhanam bhavitumarhati? 

Translation: 950 

Or, the expression, “siddha-sadhana” can mean the “ground which 
is known”. It will imply the ground which exists. But there is nothing 
called smokeness. Such universal does not exist and therefore how 
can universal be the ground for inferring something? 

Text: 951 

3T&tdT, fd^dlddd^ldd^dld dTT^Ft ddfcl, d rf Wet dddddfedTcf, 
3TSldT dWftdWWdld; ddd 31d^Jct dWdl dW dc[ 3TTedWd^[d^l dlfd 
dddFdT Wdft 3Tfd ^ dft^ Wfejl Td dfdt eddidd ddef^Fcl, 3lfd g 
d%d Td dTddt Wdft 31d, J ldkdddl dHhdd'RfrKldd I 

dWdddFdddTldFdd;i 

athava, siddhasadhanam-jhatamanumanarh sadhanam bhavati, na 
ca dhumatvarh jhatarh svayamasattvat, athava grahanopayabhavat 
tasya anusyutarh rupam. naca tat atmanyanusyutam. napi 
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ekasyarh vyaktau api tu bahvisu vyaktisu. naca bahvayo vyaktasya 
upalabhyante, api tu ekaiva dhumavyaktirupalabhyate. naca 
ekasyarh vyaktau anugatatmataya samanyasarhvittirasti. nacakara- 
ntarasamdnyam. 

Translation: 951 

Or, the word siddha-sadhana can also be explained as follows: 
“once the ground is known, it can be the ground for the knowing 
the object of inference.” Smokeness cannot be said to be known, 
because, it itself does not exist. Or, there is no method of knowing 
its common form and there is no common form with reference to 
its own form. It is also not the case that, it should be only one 
individual, but it should be in many individuals, but we do not find 
many individuals, rather we find only one smoke individual. There 
cannot be the knowledge of universal “as common characteristics” 
in single individual and there is no other form of universal possible. 

0.10 cTTaiHId'HHd'WI jHH'W pRTTT: I 

[tathagatasammatasyanumanasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the definition of Inference as accepted by the 
Buddhists) 

Text: 952 

?T2tT, cTTSlHIdHHft 3TJTpt q I d^FTfcT^-f^ WTRPfT: 

tatha, tathagatanamapi anumanarh na pravartate sambandha- 
navagateh. tadavagatisca-kirh samanyayoh sambandhavadharanam, 
ahosvit samdnyasvalaksanayoh, svalaksanayorva? 

Translation: 952 

Similarly, the process of inference as proposed by the Buddhists 
also cannot operate because, one cannot have the knowledge 
of invariable concomitance. So far the knowledge of invariable 
concomitance is concerned, the question arises, is it the conclusive 
knowledge of relation between two universals? Or, between a 
universal and a particular? Or, between two particulars? 
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Text: 953 

dHMdb fshPcT; cT^yb^, cWt: 

^RJ:| 

tadyadi samanyayoh sambandhavadharanarh kriyate; tadayuktam, 
sdmdnyasya'sambhavanna tayoh sambandhah. 

Translation: 953 

If you say, the knowledge of relationship between two universals is 
determined, that will not be proper, because, since the universal is 
impossible, the question of their relationship does not arise. 

Text: 954 

>HHHhNdWfr: WTF^WS^rTcfl 

napi samanyasvalaksanayoh sambandhavadharanarh kriyate, sama- 
nyasya ’satvat. 

Translation: 954 

Nor, it is the case that, the knowledge between a universal and a 
particular is decided, because, the universal itself is non-existent. 

Text: 955 

3T&T TdeTWfT: fe^ 3T2WT:, fTFWt:, 

atha svalaksanayoh sambandhavadharanam; tatrapi kim arthayoh, 
jhanayoh, jhanarthayorva? 

Translation: 955 

If you say, the knowledge of concomitance between two individuals 
is ascertained, there also the question arises, whether such relation 
is ascertained between two objects or between two knowledges or 
between knowledge and object. 

Text: 956 

3T2fcfr: d^^hd^cjh>cl‘Hld:?1H fefj 

ddlcbKijjR^H, d^-do^H dT, hHbciH dT? 

tadyadi arthayoh sambandhavadharanam; taddahanadhumayorhetu- 
phalabhavajhanarh kim sattamatrena, ahosvit tadakarayogitvena, 
tajjanyatvena vd, samastyena va? 
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Translation: 956 

If you say, such relationship is known between two objects, there 
also the question arises, is it the case that the knowledge of ground 
viz. the smoke, and the knowledge of result viz. the fire, arises by 
their mere existence, or, because of association of their forms, or, 
as been produced by that or collectively? 

Text: 957 

ppfp blTlHI>l P %Pcf dslSH'W cicf 

MPPPP dcpRdd PPPPf, PrPsRr?tPT?b 

tadyadi sattamatrena dahanadhumasarhvedanamapadisyate; na 
kevalam taddahanasya tat sarhvedanam, trailokyasya tatsarhve- 
danarh prasaktam, upakaravinirmuktasya satta’visesat. 

Translation: 957 

If you say, by mere existence, the knowledge of fire and smoke is 
referred to, then, that knowledge cannot said to be that fire rather 
it will become the knowledge of all the three worlds, because, the 
existence devoid of any change or effect is common to all of them. 

[°i. W'HtfldlsIH'KI ftWchRccf fpPTP doyugqqj] 

[1. prasahgdt jnanasya visayakaratvam, vicarya tatkhandanam.] 

Text: 958 

3T2T dbsHIcbKdlRRd PPP pRddhfP?ffP?l; pap P^lP Ppfppfpb.dPRdhJ 
pap p^appP%TWFapfRfTFPpfp TpfppfpgppRpp;i pp?p ptpppr pp?pp?r 

?fcr PyP Ppfp P^PMPPTPf, PP?P pfp pfpWPPT-ap P 

eP^I 

atha taddahanakarayogitvena tasya sarhvedanamabhidhiyate; yatha 
dahanena svanirbhdsamutpdditam. tatha gandhakaroparaktagandha- 
dijnanenapi svanirbhdsamutpdditam. tatasca jndnakdrarh tadutpa- 
dyate iti yuktarh bhavati gandhadydkaram, tatasca anekakarayogitve 
sati pratikarmavyavastha na labhyate. 

Translation: 958 

If you say that, ts knowledge is referred to as being associated 
with the form of that fire, then, as by the fire, its own cognition 
is generated, in the same way, by the knowledge of smell etc. 
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associated with the form of smell also, its own cognition is 
generated. Therefore, it is proper to hold that, the form of the 
knowledge is produced which reflects the form of the smell etc. In 
this way, there will be association of many forms and as such, one 
is to one correspondence between knowledge and its object, will 
become impossible. 

Text: 959 

3T2I ipfcllRsIH d" d^TMTddWkfcf sJSHsIhl; aHlebKIiWldft d' 

cFd?l, 5lHdKI^|oi|c|[^icfrs^t JFtflTR: dddM^ fTFWRlsfd dlfd?T: 
TdTcfl d^dRgiHT 3Tf%FPdl fdWW rf d^lT%TFF[, 

3TTTRTddKTTI 

atha gandhadijndnam na gandhadydkaramarpayati dahanajnane; 
tadanim jdanakararpakatvamapi na labhyate, jnanataddtmyavyava- 
sthito ’sau gandhakarah tadanarpakatve jndnakaro ’pi narpitah syat. 
tatasca dahanavijnanam avijnanam. niravayavarh ca gandhadi- 
jnanam, naikadesena akararpakatvam. 

Translation: 959 

If you say that, the knowledge of smell etc. does not offer the form 
of smell etc. in the knowledge of fire, then, you should also accept 
that a thing does not offer its form to its knowledge and if it does 
not offer its own form, then, the form of the smell will have to be 
treated as identical with its knowledge and in that case, it amounts 
saying that, it does not offer any form to its knowledge also. Thus, 
knowledge of fire will not be called knowledge. The knowledge of 
the smell etc. is without any part. Therefore, it cannot also be said 
that, partially it can offer its form. 

Text: 960 

3T&T PwicJiK d^llRsIHT; dfdW^cpr-arT c# d' eFdcl, cTTd d^dUFbFmfd 
pKlebKdlS^I 

atha nirakararh gandhadijndnam; pratikarmavyavastha tarhi na 
labhyate, tasya dahanajndnasyapi nirdkarata’stu. 

Translation: 960 

If you hold that, the knowledge of smell is without a form, then, you 
cannot explain that, such-and-such knowledge is of such-and-such 
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object. Not only that, then, one may say, let the knowledge of fire 
also be treated as knowledge without a form. 

Text: 961 

fefjrr, dSHI<t>Ki|]RccH dfd ^cfRlsIH- 

dtdd HTTFf, ddlchKijjR^lcf d^Ml^cclhxii 

kirhca, dahanakarayogitvena yadi dahanasarhvedanam; tada purva- 
vijhanakarayogitvena purvavijhanasyapi tadvedanarh praptam, 
tadakarayogitvat tadutpadyatvacca. 

Translation: 961 

Moreover, if you think that, knowledge of fire is associated with the 
form of fire, then, since it is associated with the form of the previous 
knowledge, the earlier knowledge should also be knowledge of the 
fire, because, that is associated with that form and also because, it 
is produced by that earlier knowledge. 

Text: 962 

3T&T dSh(dl)<hKdlPk4 dd,db*tk4 d' cRd dtdd d ddld; 

atha tatha(da)karayogitve tadutpadyatve ca tasya tadvedanarh na 
bhavati; 

Translation: 962 
Clarification: 

If, simply because, it is associated with that form and it is produced 
by that pervious knowledge, the previous knowledge cannot be said 
to be the knowledge of fire. 

Text: 963 

Rwwift dfi f^, fg idid? 

visayasyapi tarhi tadvedanarh kim, iha dvayasya visamvadat? 

Translation: 963 
Reply: 

In that case, what will be the knowledge of that object, because, 
here both become contradictory. 

Text: 964 

3T&T dfasIH fafadR ffcT d ^IcT sfldFd^UT; 

atha tadvijhanarh viditam iti krtva na vedyate jhanantarena; 
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Translation: 964 
Clarification: 

Well, since there is awareness of that knowledge, it cannot be known 
by another knowledge. 

Text: 965 

r cffed yiHiRi 

evarh visayasyapi tadvedanarh na prapnoti purusantaravadha- 
ryamanasya. 

Translation: 965 
Reply: 

In that case, it cannot be said to be the knowledge of that object, 
if it is being known by another knower. 

Text: 966 

3TjR xf, zrfcf d£HI<bk4lRdd 
tKHcbRI 

api ca, yadi dahanakarayogitvena dahanasya tadvedanam; vastu- 
tvakarayogitvena nayanaderapi tatsarhvedanarh prasaktam. 

Translation: 966 

Moreover, if you say that, since there is association of the form of 
fire, therefore, this knowledge is the knowledge of fire, on the same 
analogy, since eyes etc. are associated with the property of being 
an entity, let that knowledge also be called knowledge of eyes etc. 

Text: 967 

3?ar HAHI^'HI£lKU||ebKl4cbd R %fcT; cFT cfoT dcddd *T *rafcT, 
dlcN-AI ^TtfcR^?|chlel';-c|‘H|c|HMchrc|lcf ^chKU|cheiNVdl^'!-d‘HldHMchrc|Rx| | 
ddMchd rf dlellcbkd'lRdl I kWTcffad 114,4, 

atha nayanaderasadharanakararpakatvarh na vidyate; tena tesarh 
tatsarhvedanarh na bhavati, nilasya svabhavanadesakalasvabhava- 
narpakatvat svakaranakaldpotpadyasvabhdvdnarpakatvdcca. tadar- 
pakatve ca mlakarayogita syat tatkaranajanyatvanca. ekakalmatve 
ekakaranajanyatve ca hetuphalabhavanupapattih sahotpannayorgovi- 
sanayoriva. 
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Translation: 967 

Well, it is not the case that, eyes etc. offer uncommon form, 
therefore, it cannot be said that, it is the knowledge of the eyes, 
because, a blue object does not offer the nature of its born at 
a particular space and at a particular time and also because, it 
does not offer the nature of being produced by its own collection 
of factors and if it is accepted that, it offers, then, it should have 
association with the blue form and also the state of being produced 
by its cause and if it becomes contemporary and being produced by 
the same collection of factors, then, it is difficult to explain cause 
and effect relationship, like two horns of a cow which have grown 
simultaneously. 

Text: 968 

3TST 3RTTfclKU||chKdA|l 3Tfq dlcHM WR^U-Idd^ 3WR1?!; 

Hi|HlR'Md^U||chKdA|l 

atha asadharanakarataya nopajayate api tu nilamatra praticcha- 
yatayaiva upajayate; yadyevarh nayanadisvalaksanakarataya upaja- 
yamanarh nayanadeh tadgrahanarh bhavet. 

Translation: 968 

If you say that, it is not produced as uncommon cause, but it is 
produced merely as a copy of the blue object, then, that should be 
called the knowledge of the eyes etc. because it is produced in the 
form of the particular viz. eyes etc. 

Text: 969 

3Tfq- W, sJSHIebKdl 3Tf^TT cfT? 

api ca, dahanakarata dahanavijhdndt kirn bhinna, abhinna va? 

Translation: 969 

Moreover, is the form of fire different from knowledge of fire or 
identical? 

Text: 970 

Vfe ta; *TT dlfxdcfi, 

yadi bhinna; sa kirn tattviki, ahosvidatattviki? 
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Translation: 970 

If you say, it is different, then, also the question arises, whether it 
is real or unreal? 

Text: 971 

dlfwbPl; q ’Tift' vdH4Kdl55d>kNdKcH I 

*T R5lHcbl4(epW)oi|^eb|^| dlft vdddKd ISS<bKNWH pi?r I 
3Tsfr ft 3TT^TWWfcf d ftw^bNcTTI ddl<bKN4Kd err MfT STTchRq^tRTI 

tadyadi tattviki; tadgatih katham? na svasarhvedyatvena napi 
janakatvd”kararpakatvena. svasarhvedya na bhavati vijndnakarya- 
(kaya)vyatirekat. napi janakatvd”kararpakatvena grhyate. artho hi 
dkaramarpayati na visayakarata. tadakararpakatve va praptd akara- 
parampara. 

Translation: 971 

If you say, it is real, then, how can it be known? It cannot be known 
by the process of self-illumination, nor, in the form of offering the 
form of a producer i.e. a cause. It cannot be said to be known by 
itself, because it is different from knowledge. Nor can it be said to 
be known as offering the form of its cause because an object offering 
its own form and not the form of its being object of knowledge and 
if you accept that, it offers the form of its being object of knowledge, 
then, you will have to postulate an infinite chain of forms. 

Text: 972 

3T&T 3fdlRcR f^WNcTT; TU 3idlfwiWH 3KiRRd4si efjST Hfd4>bfddlfb<bl 
^? 

atha atattviki visayakarata; sa atdttvikatvena asarhviditadeha 
katham pratikarmaniyamika bhavati? 

Translation: 972 

If you say that, the form of being the object of knowledge is unreal, 
then, being unknown, because of its being unreal, how can it account 
for one is to one relation between knowledge and its object. 

Text: 973 

3T2T 3TcZTfcrto: ; kUf^cTTf^cfr, 3TcTTf^#? 

atha avyatiriktah; sa kirn tattviki, ahosvid atatviki? 
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Translation: 973 

If you say, it is identical, there also the question arises, whether it 
is real or unreal? 

Text: 974 

Zffe dllwfckl; ^TTfefj vjtelRebl; 31Ig)f^Tcf fx[eJcRM? 

yadi tattviki; sa kirn jadatmika; ahosvit citsvabhava? 

Translation: 974 

If you say, it is real, then, the question arises, whether it is animate 
or inanimate? 

Text: 975 

NJtelRcM; ci^T fTFTTScdfd^d q 

tadyadi jadatmika; tada jnana ’vyatirekitvarh na sambhavati cidaci- 
dorekatvayogadanyonyapariharasthitidharmatvena. 

Translation: 975 

If you say, it is inanimate, then, it cannot be said to be not 
different from knowledge, because, animate and inanimate cannot 
be identical, since they are found possessing mutually exclusive 
properties. 

Text: 976 

3?ar RkiRcM; ct^t qfcHNHbi fwr-iTH f^rwchR 

atha cidatmika; tada paribhasamatrarh bhidyate-jnanarh visayakara iti. 

Translation: 976 

If you say, it is animate, then, it differs only in nomenclature i.e. 
knowledge which has the form of its knowledge. 

Text: 977 

3T&T 3TcTTf^t; ^H'MMdlRclxcjqj ^ SlH^RlRrbl f^WRTTT 

f^w^NcTTcWNf^?^i creer wtt&i M i strut 

atha atattviki; tada jnanasyapyatattvikatvam. na ca jnanavyati- 
riktd visayakarata nasti, api tu jnanasvarupameva visayakara- 
tatmakamapadisyate. tacca nayanarthalokasadharana utpadyatvena 
samarh sarhvedanarh prasaktam sarvakarakanam. 
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Translation: 911 

If you hold that, it is unreal, then, knowledge also becomes unreal. 
It is not the case that, the form of being an object of knowledge is 
different from knowledge; rather, it is referred as identical with the 
form of being the object of knowledge, which is nothing but nature 
of knowledge, which amounts to knowledge of all causal factors, 
because of its being produced, which is common to eyes, object and 
light. 

[?. ^'hMdK-dlcbKIsfeT R 4^ 

[2. drstantibkutasyadarsasya mukharupatasvikdrarthasya vikalpya 
nirasanam.] 

Text: 918 

^RTfcr-“3TT^?TWef b^Mdi k41<bRRl 3TTC?RoP?1T MRcilvdRi cTSfT 
sIHHR frowi f%HWTcTT c^ffcT” 3TTd?Hu^cN-d 

^'hMdK-dl^unaff ^dldkUj^, 3T#f^ 3iR^!cR?ft?md:? 

yadapyuktarh kenapi- “adarsamandalarh mukharupatarh svikaroti 
naca adarsarupatarh parityajati tatha jhanamapi visayarupatarh 
svikurvanna vijhanarupatarh tyajati” tadapyayuktam, adarsa- 
mandalasya mukharupatasvikaranartho vaktavyah-kirh mukhatada- 
tmyam, ahosvid aviraladesotpadah? 

Translation: 918 

You have made the following statement: “the circular mirror reflects 
the form of the face, but does not give up its being the form of the 
mirror. In the same way, knowledge, reflects the form of being its 
content, but does not give up its own form of being knowledge.” 
This statement is also not proper. You should explain what is the 
meaning of saying that, the circular mirror receives the form of the 
face. Does it mean identity with the face or does it mean producing 
a close place? 

Text: 919 

?TWf^dldld-ilT; ^ dTdSRdTcTt vJfgTfcT? TT T^-cfxTTwR dTI 

tadyadi taddtmyam; katharh na adarsarupatarh, jahati? ekarh hidarh 
vastu-tattadatmye mukhamadarso va. 
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Translation: 979 

If you say, it is identity, then, how is it that, it does not give up 
the form of a mirror? The entity called face is a single thing, if it is 
identical with the face, then, either it is face or mirror. 

Text: 980 

3T&T ddldlg 

PITH:, TW^l HfHWHHT-SH f^HTcTl 3FIHHd^4n 
H fT^lcT: I HHHfTFT HfH HTHTR H2TTfH HHHHHW H HHfdT 

atha aviraladesotpado mukhasya svikaranam; tadamm akarasyapi 
svikaranam aviraladesotpada eva praptah, tatasca nakarena 
pratikarmavyavasthd kriyate. anavagatarupenaiva ca sthiteh. 
dahanajhanarh yadi sakararh tathapi dahanagrahanarh na bhavati. 

Translation: 980 

If you say, it means producing a close place of the face, then, you 
should accept the production of a close place of the form and in 
that case again it cannot explain one is to one relationship between 
knowledge and its object, because it will remain without being 
known. Even if you accept the knowledge of fire, as having the 
form, still, you cannot say that, it is the knowledge of fire. 

Text: 981 

HHHUHW H HHfcTI fefj HHHdHHHHWf, bcKlRRd 

HT? 

ito 'pi dahanagrahanarh na bhavati. kirn tadavagatamanavagatam, 
tatkirh jhanantaravedyam, svasarhviditarh va? 

Translation: 981 

For the following reason also, there cannot be knowledge of fire, 
because, the following questions arise: Is the knowledge of fire known 
or unknown or it can be known by knowledge or it can be known 
by itself? 

Text: 982 

yadi jhanantaravedyam; tadayuktam, na jhanarh jhanantaravedyam 
bhavatpakse. 
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Translation: 982 

If you say, it can be known by another knowledge, it is not proper, 
because, according to your view, a knowledge cannot be known by 
another knowledge. 

Text: 983 

3TS1 pRTW %Tlfq%: I 

atha svasarhvedyam; tadayuktam, visayadrstantabalena nirakrtarh 
naiyayikaih. 

Translation: 983 

If you say, it is self-illuminating, that also is not proper, because 
the logicians have already refuted it on the strength of example of 
content. 

Text: 984 

3121 3bTdWf, ^ cl ^ dT21cjj%: 

yt^?3Tf?r” -dldldj 

atha anavagatam, na tarhi tad dahanasya grahanam. u apratyaksopa- 
lambhasya narthadrstih prasiddhyati” iti nyayat. 

Translation: 984 

If you say, it is unknown, then, it cannot be said to be knowledge 
of fire on the basis of the maxim “if knowledge is not known, then, 
its content is also not known.” 

Text: 985 

3Tfq- W, ^ cRJ. d£dU£U|^-cbl fawnfcT-fe^ 3121:, fTFFf, ^TT? 

api ca, yat tat dahanagrahanam-tatra kimavabhati-kim arthah, 
jnanam, ubhayam va? 

Translation: 985 

Moreover, whatever you consider to be the knowledge of fire, we 
would like to ask, what does appear there? Is it the object or the 
knowledge or both? 

Text: 986 

3121: pfcnnfcT; 3KlRRdldi drllRcddldldJ 

yadi arthah pratibhati; tadayuktam, asaiiividitayarh sarhvitto 
tatsarhvityayogdt. 
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Translation: 986 

If you say that, it is the object that appears, that is not proper, 
because, if the knowledge is not known, its object cannot be known. 
Text: 987 

3Tar fTFPd; [^r] c# ^F?^5dd?T: deH R Rj^fK^f Icf I 

atha jnanam; [na] tarhi dahanadhumayoh sambandho ’vagatah 
tatsarhvittipurvakatvat sambandhabuddheh. 

Translation: 987 

If you say that, it is the knowledge that is known, then, it amounts 
to saying that, the invariable concomitance between fire and smoke 
is not known, because, knowledge of that relation has to be preceded 
by knowledge of the relata. 

Text: 988 

3rar nfcFnfcT; dddybh., w^F‘> : R^T(^r) 

fclHcdldJ rr fTHTaiWl 3lfcF g pfcTHKHIcfl 

atha ubhayarh pratibhati; tadayuktam, ekopalambhasya(sya) 
dvitiyakarapariharasthitidharmatvat. na ca dahanajnane jnanar- 
thakarau pratiyete api tu dahanasyaiva pratibhasanat. 

Translation: 988 

If you say that, both appear there, it is improper, because, once 
one is known, it will lose the property of being present in the other 
form. It is not the case that, in the knowledge of fire, two forms viz. 
the form of knowledge and the knowledge of object appear. But, 
what appears is only fire. 

Text: 989 

3T&T d^dldll^kcH dslSH'W ^ db^dldll^? fw{ 

atha dahanotpadyatvena taddahanasya sarhvedanam; katharh 
taddahanenotpadyate? kirn atajjananasvabhavena tajjananasvabha- 
vena va? 

Translation: 989 

If you say that, it is the knowledge of fire, because it is produced by 
fire, then, we would like to know, how it is produced by fire? Is it 
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produced as having the nature of not producing that, or, as having 
the nature of producing that? 

Text: 990 

3idv™Hd'M‘hTd: 

yadyatajjananasvabhavena; atajjananasvabhavah kathamasau tajja- 
nayet? 

Translation: 990 

If you say, as having the nature of not producing that, then, if it has 
the nature of not producing that, then, how can it produce that? 

Text: 991 

3?ar d\j\jHH'W*fFT:; d ^-dlcMRk, cJSH'W 

^VMIdcbcclldVlId,! 

atha tajjananasvabhavah; na tarhi dahanad dhumasyotpattih, daha- 
nasya dahanajnanotpadakasvdbhdvyena dhumotpadakatvayogat. 

Translation: 991 

If you say, it has the nature of producing that, then, you should 
accept that fire does not produce smoke, because, the fire has the 
nature of producing its knowledge, it cannot have the nature of 
producing smoke. 

Text: 992 

ctfcT ^hhyMIddfd; FfHT ffSM, dT 

Rl^iH^Mdi, 3rfqwiW^r?r, ‘te ^ 

atha tenaiva svabhavena dhumamutpadayati; prapta vijnanasyapi 
dhumarupata, dhumasya va vijnanarupata, abhinnatmotpadyate, 
bhedakam ca na bijamasti. 

Translation: 992 

If you say that, fire produces smoke, because, it has the nature 
of producing smoke, then, it amounts to saying that, knowledge is 
smoke or smoke is knowledge. Both are produced in the identical 
form and there is no ground left to distinguish them. 

Text: 993 

3T&T Td'HIcIhd^ui vjHdfd; [^] 

wn^qwi ddT^T ^iVMIdd *T cRT I Wd 

f^TT ^dlc|«fRoi fpfcJci? 
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atha svabhavantarena janayati; [na] ekasya svabhavadvayabhavat- 
svabhavadvaye ca ekatanupapanna. tatasca dahanena dhumot- 
padanarh kriyate na tada svajhanamutpadayati. jhanarh vina kena 
hetuphalavadharanarh kriyate ? 

Translation: 993 

If you say that, it produces by help of some other nature, it cannot 
be accepted, because, one thing cannot have two natures. And if you 
accept two natures, you cannot justify it to be one. Therefore, when 
fire is producing smoke, then, it cannot produce its own knowledge. 
Without knowledge, how can any one decide what is the cause and 
what is the effect? 

Text: 994 

3T&T ^Tt ^ crfl dSH'KI «T 

dSHlRsIhH cfx^i 

atha dahano dahanajhanamutpadayati; na tarhi dahanasya 
dhumotpadakatvam, tadabhavat na bahyarthayorhetuphalabhava- 
vadhdranarh dahanadijhanena sakyate kartum. 

Translation: 994 

If you say, fire produces knowledge of fire, then, it means that, fire 
does not produce smoke. In the absence of that it is not possible 
to decide the cause and effect relationship between two external 
objects by the knowledge of fire etc. 

[?. ebWfylHpKhHW JRW:|] 

[3. kdrydnumdnanirdsaya dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavanupapatteh 
punarupakramah.] 

Text: 995 

WlffcmfcfcfKcj ^ pfrTTSTci vTSTT 3PTFTxTf^TR^T 

e&WfR 1 Hfc|ebccHft ^ry^dcilTI 

ito ’pi dahanadhumayoh hetuphalabhavanupapattih. yatha avicalita- 
dahanasvarupasya purvdparanekakdrydvirbhavakatvarh na prati- 
padyate bhavadbhih tatha anayattavikarasya yugapadutpannaneka- 
karyavirbhavakatvamapi na pratyetavyam. 
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Translation: 995 

For the following reason also one cannot explain the cause and 
effect relationship between fire and smoke. As you do not accept 
manifestation of many earlier and later effects of fire possessing 
invariable nature, in the same way, you should not accept a 
thing which does not undergo any change having the property of 
manifesting many simultaneous effects. 

Text: 996 

3TS1 ^N^cbeblAiT^Kebd ^IM^cjochlilVMIdd^l^cb^VMxl:; 

atha abhyupagamyate yugapadanekakdryotpadakatvarh yugapada- 
nekakaryotpadanasaktiyuktasyotpatteh; 

Translation: 996 
Clarification: 

Well, we accept simultaneous production of many effects, because, it 
possesses power or capacity to produce many effects simultaneously. 

Text: 997 

Zf^cr - sW^lc^^chchlijfR^fcjchrcl^VMTl: f^KlTcfl 

yadyevarh - kramabhdvyanekakdrydvirbhavakatvasyotpatteh ayuga- 
padekarh karyarh vidadhyat. 

Translation: 997 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, since it is accepted as having the capacity to manifest 
many effects in a sequence, then, at a time it will produce only one 
effect. 

Text: 998 

ffcT 

vidadhatyeva iti cet; 

Translation: 998 
Clarification: 

If we say, it does produce, then? 
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Text: 999 

Zf?5FrH|Gi|^chcp|4vjHchkHcb T3WF{\ tJcI^prts^dSH- 

TTTWTI 

idamapeksikatvarh yatkramabhdvyanekakdryajanakdtmakarh svaru- 
pam. etadabhyupagame ’ bhyupetahanamapadyate. 

Translation: 999 
Reply: 

It is a relative phenomenon that, it has the nature of producing 
many effects in a sequence and if you accept this, it will lead to the 
fault of giving up a position which was earlier taken. 

Text: 1000 

3T2T 3Tfd^?lVrW R ^RRl; cM *T 3H|i|TlRchK: I 

atha avicalitarupena purvaparakaryam na janyate; tada yugapadapi 
na kuryat anayattavikarah. tatasca na dahandd dhumasyotpattih. 

Translation: 1000 

If you say that, it does not produce earlier and later effects, 
without getting affected by any variation, then, simultaneously also 
it cannot produce, because, it is not affected by any variation and 
as a consequence, there will be no smoke from fire. 

Text: 1001 

3T2T v3-cld4d vF^Tcl; 

atha ekameva tena jvalanena janyate; 

Translation: 1001 
Clarification: 

Well, only one effect is generated by fire. 

Text: 1002 

fcj> ?£Tt cTT? 

kirn tadekam-vijnanam, dhumo va? 

Translation: 1002 
Reply: 

What is that one effect? Is it knowledge or smoke? 
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Text: 1003 

cMfd AsIH^cl dRTcl; d' dff 3#(fa:) H^f^sjcT^rPTRe^ST- 

vj|-Hc|cc||ctl 

tadyadi vijnanameva janyate; na tarhi dhumarh drstva agnirh(gnih) 
pratiya[te’]tadvyaparalabdhajanmavatvat. 

Translation: 1003 

If you say that, knowledge alone is produced, then, after seeing 
the smoke, one will not come to know fire, because it will not be 
produced by its function. 

Text: 1004 

3?ar ?£T d^T did slid f^TT ^FR’TFitSW^? 

atha dhuma eva utpadyate; tada tadvijnanarh vina kena hetupha- 
labhavo ’vagamyate ? 

Translation: 1004 

If you say that, only smoke is produced by fire, then, without its 
knowledge, who will come to know the cause and effect relationship 
between them? 

Text: 1005 

Icfrsft ^JTTf^HfcIchd d - - fef) ^dkMIdd f^d?T, 

f^dT vSMIdH'^T? 

ito 'pi dahanasya dhumavirbhavakatvarh na jaghatiti - kirn nimitta- 
bhutena dhumotpadanarh kriyate, kirn va upadanabhutena? 

Translation: 1005 

For the following reason also, fire cannot be said to be the producer 
of smoke. Is it the case that fire produces smoke as its auxiliary 
cause, or, it produces smoke as its material cause? 

Text: 1006 

d^fd fdldrT^dW^; ddT ^d^Mdl d"3Fdtfcl ^Mldld fddTI 

tadyadi nimittabhutenotpadyate; tada dhumarupata na prapnoti 
upaddnarh vina. 

Translation: 1006 

If you say, as an auxiliary cause it produces smoke, then, the effect 
called smoke, because, it has come into being without its material 


cause. 
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Text: 1007 

^ 3RRFMT?M cf^MiqHcjoKuj 
*T*M ftsfFT Rf^fcT 37ot q^ffeFlWWII 

atha upadanabhutenotpadanarh kriyate; nanu asamdnajdtiyarh 
kathamupadanakaranarh bhavet? abhyupagame va dehendriya- 
sanghatadeva garbhadau vijnanarh bhavisyati alarn paralokavijna- 
nakalpanayd. 

Translation: 1007 

Again if you say that, it produces smoke as its material cause, then, 
the question arises, how can an entity belonging to a different class 
be the material cause of an entity belonging to a different class? If 
in spite of that you accept it, then, there will be knowledge in the 
womb of mother from the collection of factors such as body, sense 
organ etc.etc. and in that case, what is the need of postulating 
knowledge of world hereafter? 

Text: 1008 

3TST ^FTFMKTf^bT f^FTT R %TFhRT ^jfcT: ffcf M.; 

atha samanajatiyena vijnanena vina na vijnanasya udgatih iti cet; 

Translation: 1008 
Clarification: 

Well, knowledge cannot arise without the knowledge belonging to 
the same class. 

Text: 1009 
tariff fiWft 

evarh tarhi dhumasyapi asamanajatiyat dahanat kathamutpatti? 

Translation: 1009 

Reply: 

In that case, how can smoke be produced from fire, which does not 
belong to the class of smoke? 

Text: 1010 
3T&T 'hM'hMddl c 

atha ruparupataya vahneh samanajdtiyatvam; 
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Translation: 1010 

Clarification: 

Well, fire can be treated as belonging to the same class i.e. of the 
class of smoke as possessing a form. 

Text: 1011 

I” 

evarh dehaderapi samanajatiyatvarh svalaksanarupataya. idameva 
cetasi samaropya uktam-“sariradeva iti brhaspatih.” 

Translation: 1011 

Reply: 

Then, factors like body etc. can also be treated as belonging to 
the same class i.e. the class of knowledge as having the form of a 
particular. Having kept this very idea in mind, it has been said, 
“From the body alone (knowledge arises), says Brhaspati”. 

Text: 1012 

3raT5lH*>4dA|l dSH'Wlft ^HMddlS'HhHvjlldlikclRI 

P|i|d4)KU|vd-d|chKddl d' m ‘^WT: 3FdKkdT- 

^xlddcl: I H ^-ilVdlcbKI^HlsfWT, H|U)eMkA|^H: I 

m HTdT: ^cRcTHIc|oi|c|(^r: | 

atha jnanarupataya na samanajatiyatvarh dehasya; dahanasyapi 
dhumarupatayd’samdnajatiyatvam. niyatakdranajanyakarataya 
niyatadesakdlasvabhavataya ca sarve bhavah anyonyavyavrttatana- 
vah. na ca tesam anyonyakaranugamo ’sti, napyekajatyanugamah. 
taduktam- 

sarve bhavah svabhavena svasvabhavavyavasthiteh, 
svabhavaparabhavabhyarh yasmad vyavrttibhdginah. 

Translation: 1012 

If you say that, body cannot be treated as belonging to the same 
class as knowledge, then, fire also cannot be treated as belonging 
to the same class as smoke. All positive entities are distinct from 
one another, as possessing the form produced by specific cause and 
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as having the nature of being in a particular place and particular 
time. There is no common form by which they can be connected 
with one another. Nor there is any universal property by which 
they can form the class. This is what has been said in the following 
statement, “All positive entities are existent in their own form by 
nature, because, they are distinguished on the basis of their own 
nature and from the nature of others.” 

Text: 1013 

fteTTcM ^iRej) ddfdt clcRd d Wife: jrf^EZjfcn 

tatasca bhinnajatiyat sarvarh jayamanarh drstam, na samanajati- 
yadbhavat kincid drstapurvam. evanca bhinnajatiyarh dehadikam 
garbhadau vijnanamutpadayisyati. tatasca na paralokah prasi- 
ddhyati. 

Translation: 1013 

Therefore, everything is seen as being produced from something 
belonging to different class. Nothing has been seen before which is 
produced from something belonging to the same class. Thus, the 
factors like body etc. would produce knowledge in the womb of 
the mother and therefore, the world “after this world” i.e. re-birth 
cannot be established. 

Text: 1014 

3TST ddTddTTcM %TFT fddT ftsTFT #1^; 

atha samanajatiyarh vijndnarh vina vijndnarh notpadyate ; 

Translation: 1014 
Objection: 

Well, no knowledge can be produced without the knowledge 
belonging to the same class. 

Text: 1015 

ddTddNdRlddlfd: ThTcf, cTcTSd Wlf^dld1 

tada na kasyacidutpattih syat, samanajatiyakarandsambhavat. 
tatasca karydnumanarh hiyate. 
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Translation: 1015 

Reply: 

In that case, nothing can be produced, because, there is no cause 
which belongs to the same class. This leads to the conclusion that, 
there cannot be inference of any effect (on the basis of the cause). 

Text: 1016 

^T?£PTT: Tcf % fTFlR 

fpRcl, 3TFlfRF wfaPWcH fTFTd? 

ito 'pi dahanadkumayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanam, karturh naiva 
sakyate-kim ekena jnanena dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavava- 
dharanarh kriyate, ahosvid pratiniyatena jnanena ? 

Translation: 1016 

For the following reason also, it is not at all possible to decide 
the cause and effect relationship between fire and smoke, because, 
here the question arises, is it the fact that the cause and effect 
relationship is decided between fire and smoke on the basis of one 
knowledge, or, on the basis of each knowledge i.e. knowledge of 
smoke and knowledge of fire? 

Text: 1017 

tadyadi ekarh jnanam ubhaydvagdhakam gvyate; tada jnanasya 
aksanikatvamapadyate dharmahetorva. 

Translation: 1017 

If you say, by one knowledge which is the knowledge of both fire 
and smoke, then, the knowledge cannot be said to be momentary 
or the cause of the smoke cannot be said to be momentary. 

Text: 1018 

3?ar FTFFT ffR?l; dddytR, fTlTTl#! 

dRxIHId jratelrN d'Rd'frMhldMdd'dlfddl cFRWfTcfR d^Ff- 

“'HIHH) f^iTTRcTT" FFTF^ S^TTfrcRPTRl UHlRhlFdl 

atha pratiniyatena jnanena purvaparavadharanarh kriyate; tadayu- 
ktam, dhumavagahakena vijnanena tatsattamatrarh pradyotyate. 
tatsvarupamatraparyavasayina tatsvarupastitvarh vidhiyate tadu- 
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ktam- “samanye siddhasadhyata”. samanye dhumastitvamatre dhu- 
majhanasya pramanyamasti. 

Translation: 1018 

If you say that, by each knowledge the precedence of the cause 
and the following of the effect thereafter is decided, that will not 
be proper, because knowledge of smoke reveals mere existence of 
smoke. That which concludes in mere exhibiting its form enjoins 
the existence of that form. As it has been made in the following 
statement, for an “entity in general” there is existence of its form. 
It means, in smoke in general i.e. in mere existence of smoke, the 
knowledge of smoke can be treated as true. 

Text: 1019 

"f%^55 T FTmTcl:"l ^ 3T^FimTcf: 

oi|NKI*fFT:| *T 3FFTtfcf ?}TOf ^TTcf tjcf 

dUcPf?' d£dkhl fT?IMcj,ei|di|l - TOT 

ft?iraif^R5q k fawrfcr bbr m k sicmIRi TOTqftg sitot 

Wf HIcjRldT, dbT df? 

HIcHKJ STTOtfcTI 

“visese ’nugamabhavah visese bhede dahanena saha purvaparavikal- 
po(lpe) anugamdbhavah vyapdrdbhavah. na saknoti dhumajhanama- 
vagantum- ‘kimetad dhumasvarupam dahanat purvarh saha pascadva 
jtitam?’ dhumajhanasya dahanatma pisdcatulyataya vyavasthitah- 
yatha dhumajhanarh pisacadisvaruparh na visayayati tena saha pur- 
vaparasahabhavarh na saknoti sthapayiturh dhumasya; dahanasyapi 
dhumajhanena svaruparh navasitam, tena saha purvaparasahabha- 
vena dhumajhanarh dhumasvarupam navagantum saknoti. 

Translation: 1019 

There is other statement, “in the particular form of an entity, there 
is no common characteristic.” It means in each distinct particular, 
there is no common characteristic which can invite the preceding 
and the following with the fire i.e. there is no function here. It 
cannot create awareness of knowledge of smoke viz. “whether the 
nature of the smoke is produced before fire or along with fire or 
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after fire?” If the knowledge of smoke is treated as knowledge of 
fire, it will be similar to existence of a ghost. In other words, as the 
knowledge of smoke cannot reveal the form of a ghost in it, and 
cannot establish co-existence of the smoke with fire, in the same 
way, the knowledge of fire, cannot be treated as knowledge of smoke, 
because, the knowledge of smoke cannot cause the knowledge of the 
nature of smoke either preceded by fire or coming into being in a 
sequence. 

Text: 1020 

Ranfr 'WsikH 

f^d?T, falhJ&kJ q R? ^J^R^ dRFFdcl 

atha yadyapi dhumajnanarh dahanasya svaruparh na visayayati 
tathapi svajnanena dahanasvaruparh visayikriyate, pisacadestu 
svaruparh na kenapyavasitam, tena saha purvaparabhavo navaga- 
myate dhumasya ; 

Translation: 1020 
Clarification: 

Well, although the knowledge of smoke does not contain the nature 
of fire, still by its own knowledge, it does take the form of fire as 
its content. The form of ghost however, is not known to anybody. 
Therefore, no one understands the sequence of smoke with the 
ghost. 

Text: 1021 

^I^FbTTfT d^HlfbcIccIHNHcjRldd,, <3 ^ tJcrftR- 
WfTTRTI RcTT dJHsll^d tRTfRRTl RT ^ ?£TTcf 

fxRlcTRT tkddkMdl 3R1TRTT dT? RRT dSHsIHoilNK'W f^RT: 3lfq 
5 deH-dHbWfa^ ddlbdd f^STlfRI fRTRTTsfq 'WsIhHlcHId: I 

tadetadayuktam, dahanajhanenapi dahanastitvamatramavasitam, 
na tu dhumena saha purvaparasahavikalpah. sati satta dahana- 
jhanena pradyotyate. sa tu dhumat kim - purvarh saha pascadva 
cirotpanna pratyayotpanna anutpanna va? nay am dahanajhana- 
vyaparasya visayah api tu tatsattamatrapratibaddharh tadastitvarh 
vidadhati. pisaco ’pi svajhanenavagatah. 
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Translation: 1021 

Reply: 

This is not proper. By the knowledge of fire also mere existence 
of fire is known and not its sequence with the smoke. If there is 
existence (of fire) the knowledge of fire simply reveals it. Whether, 
that existence of fire is before smoke or after smoke or produced 
at a later time, or produced by knowledge, or not produced at all, 
is not the subject matter of the function of knowledge of fire. The 
knowledge of fire simply enjoins the existence, which is invariably 
related to the mere existence of fire. Even the ghost is understood 
from the knowledge of ghost. 

Text: 1022 

katharhl 

Translation: 1022 
Objection: 

How do you say so? 

Text: 1023 

sTFEl, ^frsftr - qfq H 

SEFTtfcT WT?Tf^ I 

jndyate, so ’pi svajnandvagahitadeho ’stu - yadi nama tena saha 
dhumajndnarh purvaparasahabhavarh na saknoti prakasayiturh 
dhumasya. 

Translation: 1023 
Reply: 

Because, it is known and so let that ghost also exist, whose existence 
depends upon its knowledge itself, even if, it is not capable of 
revealing the sequential existence of smoke. 

Text: 1024 

^Htsfcr zff•qTdTdanyDt q ?TWl q^l ^HHdlcMe] ?£T!Tt 1T q 
%lrrvrc|dH5lH'HTl|chl^ vtcIcH'HtII q%icN q(qT)RtlHH'Wl(^r) IT^tdET, 

Vim TTRfl 
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ito ’pi dahanadhumayorhetuphalabhavavadharanarh na sakyate 
kartum dhumajhanasattakale dhumasatta na vidyate jvalanajhana- 
sattakale jvalanasatta na vidyate. na(na)vidyamdnasyd(sya) gra- 
hanarh nama, anyathdgrdhi(thd’grahya)kesondukasydpi grahanam, 
syat. 

Translation: 1024 

For the following reason also, it is not possible to decide the cause 
and effect relationship between fire and smoke. When the knowledge 
of smoke exists the smoke does not exist and when the knowledge of 
fire exists, fire does not exist. But that which does not exist cannot 
be known. Otherwise, there should be knowledge of thread-like 
things appearing in the knowledge for a person who comes into 
the shade from the sun. 

Text: 1025 

3RT cp§ffTJ^RT Wf ”T feel- ”T slHcMe) ^ ^tTT 

atha kesondukasya sarvada satta na vidyate- na jndnakale napi 
purvam, dahanadestu purvarh satta vidyate. 

Translation: 1025 
Clarification: 

Well, if you say that, thread-like things appearing in the knowledge 
for a person who comes into the shade from the sun, do not exist 
always neither at the time of knowledge nor before that. On the 
other hand, fires etc. do exist before. 

Text: 1026 

'sIHeblel 5%; ^cZTTfcFlcTcf! ^Rlcblel dTfWT 

cR^T! 

yadi nama ‘jndnakale napi purvarh tu vidyate ’ iti; suvyahrtametat! 
grhitikale nasti grhitestu purvamasti, grhitimantarena susthitani 
vastuni! 

Translation: 1026 
Reply: 

It is a good clarification viz. that, it does not exist at the time of 
knowledge, but it does exist before knowledge. It means, at the time 
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of knowledge it is not there, but before knowledge it is there, and 
so things can exist independent of their knowledge. 

Text: 1027 
3T2T tjcf 

atha jnanajanakatvena purvarh vidyate ; 

Translation: 1027 
Clarification: 

Well, it exists before as a producer of knowledge. 

Text: 1028 

dvroHchd Wif^Tcl:? clcRxT 

tajjanakatvarh kena’vagamyate, vijhanasya svatanudyotakatvena 
paryavasiteh? tatasca pisacakalpau dahanadhumakarau, tayorhetu- 
phalabhavavadharanaya na pratyaksam. 

Translation: 1028 
Reply: 

Who has known that, it is the producer of knowledge, because, 
knowledge terminates in revealing its own form? Therefore, the 
forms of fire and smoke are like ghosts and therefore there is no 
need of perception in order to know the cause and effect relationship 
between them. 

Text: 1029 

3TST cPTt: 

atha jhanavalidhatadakdranyathanupapattya tayoh svarupavyava- 
stha kriyate ; 

Translation: 1029 
Clarification: 

Well, in order to satisfactorily explain the forms which appear in 
the knowledge, we require to assign forms to them. 

Text: 1030 

dddybR, 3TIcf)Rr ft WH|c|NlRd:, *T % 3TTcf>RT§fcfr: ^ffcl^taTTftcT:, 
3hcf)Rr5sf wrfcr? dradsiVdd r 
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3T8fel?cf^l T^cj- ^ibd^TMPTcrsnWct efjaf ?£T 

3^PTtfcT 3Tf^l 

tadayuktam, akaro hi pragevapoditah, na ca akararthayoh 
pratibandho ’vadharitah, tadanavadharane katham akaro ’rtharh 
gamayati? evarh tavadarthajanyatvarh na sakyate jhanasyava- 
dharayitum. napyarthasya arthajanyatvam. evarh hetuphalabhava- 
navadharanat katham dhumarh drstva anuminoti agnim. 
Translation: 1030 
Reply: 

This is not proper. We have already rejected before “form”. It has 
not been decided, the invariable relationship between the form and 
the thing of which this is the form, and if it is not decided, then, how 
can a form cause the knowledge of a thing? Thus, it is not possible 
to decide whether knowledge is produced by a thing, neither is it 
decided whether a thing is produced by another thing? Therefore, 
since there is no knowledge of cause and effect relationship, how 
can one infer fire by seeing smoke? 

[«. facbeUj fc|^i| KHJ-HddSbH H,H HTd £rTCT: I] 

4- vikalpya visayasambhavadarsanenanumanasya nirasah] 

Text: 1031 

3rfcr^, 

(^)cRTFTT^rfcm[T], ^T], frwqf^RT, 

TT? 

api ca, anumanikarh jhanarh kirhvisayam - kirn agnyadisvalaksana- 
visayam, ahosvid vastusu(bhu)tasamanyavisaya[m], [avastubhutasa- 
manyavisayarh va], vikalpavisayam, svarhsavisayam, nirvisayarh va ? 

Translation: 1031 

Moreover, what could be the object of inferential knowledge? Will 
that object be a particular like fire etc. or any real entity called 
universal? (or an unreal entity called universal) or some imaginary 
object or a part of own form or is inferential knowledge without a 
content? 
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Text: 1032 

^feT^MfcTW^; PI^TSTT^TFWt^ *T UIHlfd, 
'WeichKdljHHsIH'WlR PR73^ ( '3FFTmp;' ^ wRlM^d *T ^F§: I 

tadyadi svalaksanavisayam; tada pratyaksanumanayorbhedo na 
prapnoti, svalaksanavisayatvena spastakaratanumanajnanasyapi 
prasajyate, ‘aspastabham ’ ca bhavadbhih pratipadyate na tvanyaih. 

Translation: 1032 

If you say that, content is a particular, then, there is no difference 
between perception and inference. Since, particular will be the 
object of an inferential knowledge, an inferential knowledge will 
also be called knowledge in which the form of its content is very 
clear. If you say, such a clarity is an appearance, then, such a view 
is held only by you. 

Text: 1033 

3F^T cj^T - “^cfcTWlP NtMmKhJ” dTP P7P51W PPcTCTW fdPPP- 
TdcTOUKd)c||ij 13FPrsfJl: 
Sld.hHvjHHil'lJil: I PPPSlvjHHdMsirt 3HjPlP|eb fTFT pfp Ppf?T - Ppfp PoP- 
SHd.HHdVfe 4)<|R|cf, PTPdT 31 ld,hTpfWIPPRPPteltsfa: 3FP PPI 

anye tu vadanti - “svalaksanameva spastakaram v . yadi nama pratya- 
ksagrahyarh svalaksanarh vispastam anumdnagrdhyam avispastam, 
svalaksanasyaivayarh bhedah. eko'gnih pratyaksajananayogyah 
anyo ’gnih anumanajananayogyah. pratyaksajananayogye ’gnau anu- 
manikarh jhanarh yadi bhavati - bhavati pratyaksanumanayorbhedah 
kadacit, yavata dnumanikajhanajananayogyo’gnih anya eva. 

Translation: 1033 

Others (Buddhists) however hold the view that, a particular alone 
has a clear form. If the particular which is fit to be known by 
perception, has clear form and the particular which is fit to be 
known by inference has unclear form, then, this difference is of 
particular only. One fire is fit to generate the perceptual knowledge 
and another fire is fit to generate the inferential knowledge. If 
we accept that, with reference to the fire which is fit to generate 
perceptual knowledge, there arises the inferential knowledge, then, 
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somehow we can make a distinction between perception and 
inference. By that, we can show that the fire which is fit to generate 
inferential knowledge is indeed distinct. 

Text: 1034 

3?ar ^cfeT^MfcrwTF^ 3T^dMR<behdl RcW^rkRTh: 

atha svalaksanavisayasamyad abhedaparikalpana pratyaksanuma- 
nayoh ; 

Translation: 1034 
Clarification: 

Well, because of the similarity in the particular which is the content 
of the knowledge, perception and inference are postulated as one 
and the same. 

Text: 1035 

- T FW'dlRs1HHi MWk: MM'llrl - ^4 

5fFT*H5lH dT cjrbcij^l 

yadyevam - gandharasadijndndndrh svalaksanavisayasamyat sarve- 
samabhedah, prapnoti - sarvarh gandhajndnarh rasajndnam va vakta- 
vyam. 

Translation: 1035 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, in the case of knowledges of smell, taste etc. since there 
is similarity in the particular, which is the content of the knowledge, 
all knowledges will have to be treated as identical i.e. all knowledges 
will be either knowledges of smell or knowledges of taste. 

Text: 1036 

atha svalaksanavisayatve satyapi avantarabhedavivaksaya gandhadi- 
jndnarnapadisyate: 

Translation: 1036 
Clarification: 

Well, although these knowledges have particular as their content, 
still, keeping in mind other differences, those knowledges are 
referred to as knowledge of smell, etc. 
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Text: 1037 

Cretan - wrfcr 3#fcrw^r 3^rp^‘>kf^r§RT y^rsn- 

j,HH5lHci|M^T:| 

yadyevam - satyapi agnivisayatve pratyaksanumanajnanayoh ava- 
ntarabhedavivaksaya pratyaksdnumdnajnanavyapadesah. 

Translation: 1037 
Reply: 

If you say so, then, in spite of fire being the content of perceptual 
and inferential knowledges, keeping in view other differences, they 
are said to be perceptual and inferential knowledges. 

Text: 1038 

3T2T d^llRshdlPl f*T£Rl; 

atha karanabhedena gandhadijndndni bhidyante; 

Translation: 1038 
Clarification: 

Well, the knowledges of smell etc. are distinguished on the basis of 
the difference of the processes through which the knowledges are 
produced. 

Text: 1039 

rff” 3T%RWT STfcTHWHIdU 

tada pratyaksanumanayoh karanabhedopapatteh bhedo ’ stu. evarh 
ca yaduktam-“svalaksanavisaydnumdnarh bhavati” tanmudhoktam, 
agniprapancasya pratibhasanat. 

Translation: 1039 

Reply: 

In that case, since the difference in processes of perceptual 
knowledges and inferential knowledges is justified, let there be 
difference between the two. Thus, your statement “inference 
operates with reference to the object viz. particular” is a foolish 
statement, because in that knowledge only, a series of fire 
particulars appears. 
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Text: 1040 

3T2T cR^IWTF^fcTW^; *t, I *T ^ 

^HcfKcR^Jl 

atha vastubhutasamanyavisayam; na, tadabhavad vijnanajanaka- 
tvasambhavacca. na ca janakatvamantarena visayartha upalabhyate. 

Translation: 1040 

If you say that, the object of inferential knowledge is a real universal, 
it will not be correct, because, there is nothing called universal 
and therefore it cannot generate any knowledge. Unless, an entity 
generates knowledge it cannot be said to be object of this knowledge. 

Text: 1041 

3T&T 31^^ HhhRqhhJ hHhd 

3ltoTFTHHI^i efjSTtrfcFUJ^? f%b[- 
UT, vjHcb^l55cbKIM4)^H UT? ftwafi Wffa: I Tjfe 

^ pfC hfclhlfcl 'UFTRhf; cKT *T WUfbUf 

- wi Rshdhjdcf ^n?[i rfr 

tracer 'hMlR'MeiSUTh, Rcj,eM:(^r:) gf^wrf^TTW: I 

drMUHbf, dT 3 Uf^T 3 miWl , 

atha avastubhutasamanyavisayam. taduktam - “vaikalpikarh sama- 
nyarh buddhyupadarsitarupam”; etadapi na yuktam, avidyamanarh 
samanyarh katharh buddhervisayabhavarh pratipadyate? kim - 
sattamatrena, sahotpadena vd, janakatvd”kararpakatvena vd? sarva- 
syasambhave visayartho bhananiyah. yadi ca janakatvadyabhave 'pi 
buddhau pratibhati samanyam; tada rupaderapi janakatvarh na 
kalpamyam - ruparh vijnanamakurvat pratyaksarh syat. yadapi 
“drsyavikalpyavarthavekikrtya tadadhyavasayena pravartate ” 
ityuktam. drsyarh bahyam rupadisvalaksanam, vikalpah(pyah) 
buddhisamaropitakarah. kim punaranayoh ekikaranam? kim-abhe- 
dena utpadanam, kim vd abhedena avadharanam, ahosvit sangha- 
tana kriyate? 

Translation: 1041 

If you say, the unreal universal is the content of the inferential 
cognition, as expressed in your statement, “the imagined universal 
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is presented by the mind,” that also is not proper, because, if 
the universal does not exist, how can it become the content of 
knowledge? Will it become content of knowledge, by mere existence 
or being produced together or by offering a form which can cause 
the knowledge? All of this is impossible and therefore you should 
state, what will be the object of inferential knowledge. If you say, 
even if it does not generate the knowledge, the universal can appear 
in the knowledge, then, you should also not postulate that, color 
etc. produce knowledge and in that case color will become object of 
perception, even if it does not cause that knowledge. You had said, 
“by uniting both, the visible as well as imagined objects, it works 
with the help of a definite knowledge of that. Here, visible is external 
particular viz. color etc. and imagined is the form super-imposed by 
the mind. So, what will be the meaning of their unification? Does it 
mean producing as identical, or, does it mean knowing as identical, 
or, does it mean it is constructed? 

Text: 104.2 

3HP^T ddbddhj ddlldd HRTt 

^ HTWUHFraW:, 'HHhiK-d dT hlMlfd, 

tadyadi abhedena utpadanam; sadasatorabhedena utpadanam 
hatatrarhpadrte nanyo vaktumarhati. abhedenotpadane ca bhavasya- 
bhavaprasangah, samanyasya va vastutvarh prapnoti, tadvastutve 
svalaksanavisayamanumanam. pratyaksa’numanayorbhedabijama- 
nvestavyam. 

Translation: 1042 

If you say, it means producing as identical, then, no one other than 
a shameless person is capable of saying that, there is a production 
as identical of real and unreal entities and if there is a production as 
identical, there will be an absence of a positive entity or universal 
will become real and if universal becomes real, particular will 
become the object of inferential knowledge and as such one will have 
to find out the ground to distinguish perception from inference. 
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Text: 1043 

3T8T^<fil*^U|^- rl^b(cR^b^), fefj^^ep 

^ 3ttw: nfrmrf^r, 3n^f^ 3tt^n^? 

atha ekikaranam - ekatvena pratiyamanatvarh drsyavikalpyayoh; 
taduktarh(tadayuktam), kim eka eva akarah pratibhati, ahosvid 
akaradvayam? 

Translation: 1043 

If you say, unification means knowing visible and imagined as one 
that will be improper. In that case, does it mean only one form 
appears in the knowledge or two forms? 

Text: 1044 

tjefj T^r 3TFPR: ^ffcPUfcT; clf?^ ^TTchR:, RcbeMIchK:? 

tadyadi eka eva akarah pratibhati; tatkirh drsyakarah, ahosvid 
vikalpakarah ? 

Translation: 1044 

If you say, only one form appears in the knowledge, is that the 
visible form or the imagined form? 

Text: 1045 

nf^mTlrr; ci^T 3TJTFT WT&ti I 

tadyadi drsyakarah pratibhati; tadd svalaksanavisayameva anu- 
manarh prasajyate. 

Translation: 1045 

If it is the visible form, that appears in the knowledge, then, the 
content of inferential knowledge becomes nothing but a particular. 

Text: IO 46 

3T&T RcbeMIchK: yf^TTf?!; cT TV ^fci^KHIR^|iicc|Is(Iu>|dd 

clrbcilb.- TdcTWfa.chKIcijfdRrblcilfdRrb'l C? 

atha vikalpakarah pratibhati; tasya sarvopakhyarahitatvena prati- 

bhasavisayatvadvapyetad vaktavyam- svalaksanamesa . 

karavyatiriktavyatirikto va ? 

Translation: 1046 

If you say, imagined form appears in knowledge, then, since it is 
not possible for the object to appear in the inferential knowledge 
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devoid of all attributes, you should say this particular (..the text is 
broken) whether different from the form or identical with the form? 

Text: 1047 

; TRcTSmfaWPJTTP FITF[I 'HHKlftd *T 'TTFTRT hdldd ffci 
*T clcbcij^i dlfwfcb xf TTFTRT PRT^I .[^PT]mf^pKdITWt dTI 

yadyavyatiriktah; tada svalaksanavisayamanumanarh praptam. 
samaropitarh ca samanyarh pratiyate iti na vaktavyam. tattvikarh 
ca samanyarh. prasajyate . [drsyajtattvikatvaprasango va. 

Translation: 1047 

If it is identical, then, the object of an inferential knowledge becomes 
the particular and then, you should not say that in that knowledge, 
a super-imposed universal appears. In that case the universal will 

become real. (the text is broken or there will be contingency of 

its becoming visible) 

Text: IO 48 

3T&T cilfdRrbl RcheMIchK:; c# P dTTiWf - ddl^Mdl^l Wdldd TRcTOT- 

Rcjoe4l4)KkdRdcdlcfl 

atha vyatirikto vikalpakarah; tarhi na vaktavyam - tadaropadvarena 
pratiyate svalaksanavikalpakarantaritatvat. 

Translation: 1048 

If you say that, the form of imagined content is different, then, you 
should not say that, it appears in the knowledge as super-imposed, 
because, it will be either of the form of particular, or, of the form 
of imagined content. 

Text: 1049 

3TST TTcldT ffTRcl TRcfShfa cP^Tcf, 'Hd'HdlddHISPt T TTc[l TTcfhfcn 

^ET paiT RJgsfclt: I 

atha ghatana kriyate svalaksanena samanyasya; tadasat, sadasator- 
ghatana yogat. satorghatana drsta yatha caksurghatayoh. 

Translation: 1049 

If you say that, universal is constructed by the particular, that is not 
true. No construction is possible with real and unreal. A structure 
of two reals is seen as in the case of eyes and pot. 
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Text: 1050 

3T&T >HHI^'Md«|U||cbKs|ii Wcflilcl; T?ef clft 3T^M^eT§Tlift WTF^T- 
^tef^uiichKl wdl^l *T c|*ci|^ - “^^cbeMl(e^TT)cr2|f£f#- cpi 

cRti|c|>HI^H W^\" ffcTI rr tffcFnfrT; ?KT Tdcm- 

fcfWR^TFT tRWfl cTf^W^T ’wft^febRUT drbciidj ^MI^lRfdd.dd^ xf 
'HHKbW WcfklHHd 

atha samanyasvalaksanakaradvayarh pratiyate; evarh tarhi anyo- 
nyavilaksanau samanyasvalaksanakarau pratiyete. tatasca na 
vaktavyam - u drsyavikalpa(lpya)varthavekikrtya tadadhyavasayena 
pravartate” iti. yadi ca viviktamakaradvayarh pratibhati; tada 
svalaksanavisayamanumanam, prasaktam. tadvisayatve manayor- 
bhedakaranarh vaktavyam. sarvopakhyavinirmuktasya ca samanya- 
sya pratiyamanatvarh nopapadyate. 

Translation: 1050 

If you say, two forms viz. the form of universal and form of particular 
appear in knowledge, then, the two forms of universal and particular 
will appear as mutually distinct and then, you should not say 
“it operates by uniting visible and imagined entities through a 
definite knowledge.” If two forms appear in the knowledge distinctly, 
then again, there arises the contingency of accepting inferential 
knowledge as having particular as its content and if that becomes 
the content, you should state the reason to distinguish perception 
from inference. It is impossible to explain that universal which is 
devoid of all attributes appears in the knowledge. 

Text: 1051 

3Fq^r, 3ifjr%TFf Hlcmidllci 

31«ldoA!c|*t^H nfcRTcftfcT fefj ^F3?l, ^ 

ddd,cMxl1 nRldhPldhld,MMfTl: I 

anyacca, dhumotpadite agnivijnane anagnivyavacchedaruparh 
samanyam pratibhdtiti vyapadisyate, ajalavyavacchedena prati- 
bhatiti kirn nabhyupagamyate? na'jalavyavacchedena janyate, 
napi anagnivyavacchedena, tadanutpattau pratikarmaniyamanupa- 
pattih. 
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Translation: 1051 

Moreover, in the knowledge of fire, produced by the smoke, it is said 
that, universal in the form of difference from that which is not fire 
appears. If you accept this, why don't you accept that the universal 
appears in the form of being different from that which is not water? 
So, you will have to accept that, such knowledge is not produced 
either in the form of being different from non-water, nor in the form 
of being different from non-fire and when such knowledge cannot 
be recognized, it is difficult to explain to one is to one relationship 
between knowledge and its content. 

Text: 1052 

Prfwffi 3ild,hlPl<h fTFffi; dddffiffi ‘Wit 

PwidMd Rshdhfcd, 3ikffiffill£c|x^HVMTb I W f^RTeF^R fTFffi; 

Td PRIeRT 3 ^:? 3PTf?f: 

atha nirvisayam anumanikarh jnanam; tadayuktam, svarhsa- 
visayatvat. nahi bhavatarh pakse niralambanarh kihcid vijhana- 
masti, atmavagahakatvenotpatteh. yadi ca niralambanarh jnanam; 
kva pravarteta nivarteta va purusah? agatih syat. 

Translation: 1052 

If you say that, inferential knowledge is without content, it is not 
proper, because, it accepts its own form as its content. According 
to your doctrine, there is no knowledge which is without a content, 
because contentfulness of the knowledge can be explained by 
accepting the knowledge itself as its content and if you accept 
knowledge without a content, then, where will the person who has 
such knowledge will be induced and from where will he withdraw? 
The person will become motionless. 

Text: 1053 

atha dahanena tadutpaditam iti krtva dahanantikamupasarpati; 
evarh dhumajhanotpade’pi yayat. 
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Translation: 1053 

If you say, since the knowledge is produced by fire, the person will 
go to collect fire, then, the person should also go to collect smoke, 
because smoke has also produced the knowledge of fire. 

Text: 1054 
^er^u||cHcbcc|ld[| 

atha svarhsavisayamanumanam; tada pratyaksanumanayorbhe- 
danupapattih, pratiyamanajhanasya svalaksanatmakatvat. 

Translation: 1054 

If you say, its own part can be the content of inferential 
knowledge, then, one cannot explain difference between perception 
and inference, because, the knowledge is the content, is nothing 
more than a particular. 

[M. fTFWt: 

[5. jnanayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanasyasakyatvapratipadanam.] 

Text: 1055 

fTFWt: tgthemMcrsrNut fpWcT; 

atha jnanayoh hetuphalabhavavadharanarh kriyate; 

Translation: 1055 
Clarification: 

Well, we come to know the cause and effect relationship between 
two knowledges. 

Text: 1056 

d dxjd - 1%FT ft FdFffd- 
dlddRld d 5lHkd^kh'Hkcb^Rll ddd^u] fdd(d)fdd dd 
^ddL^fjSTd&H5lH>W fddlddy-ikdld? dd(d) 5TFT 
ddtt efjST td^cTdld:, >MkdPl ffbdTMdTcf? 

tadapyayuktam, jhanayorapi hetuphalabhavavadharanarh na sakyate 
kartum - karyajhanarh hi svasarhvitparyavasitarh na jnanantara- 
matmasatkaroti. tadakarane ’kena niva(rva)rtitarh mama svarupam ’ 
ityetat katharh vetti, tadbhinnajhanasya pisacatulyatvat? tatra(nna) 
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jnanarh jnanantarad bhidyate. tadabhede katharh hetuphalabhavah, 
svatmani kriyavirodhatl 

Translation: 1056 

Reply: 

That is also not correct. It is not possible to know the cause and 
effect relationship between two knowledges, because, knowledge in 
the form of an effect amounts to self-illumination and hence cannot 
make another knowledge of its own type and once that does not 
happen, how will he know who has created this form? Because, that 
so called another knowledge, will be similar to a ghost. Therefore, 
one knowledge does not differ from another knowledge and if they 
are not different, how can they be treated as cause and effect? The 
same cannot be the cause and the same cannot be the effect and 
therefore, there will be contradiction in the causal function. 

[5. wfac||<:|] 

[6. prasangad vijndnanayadikrtdvayavinirdkaranasya prativadah.] 

Text: 1057 

- R5iHHMl^idic|c|iiRPi^ich^ui^i 

f^eT dcTcl, dlft TTlfdTTTI ft 3RRlfTTr 

I 3TS1 7# *T 

gfegthT I cf)SfT? 3#T^k?T, 3iWTf dT? 

yapi yuktirapadista - vijnanamdtrasthitdvavayavinirdkaranapard 
vrttyanupapatyadirupa - “na kila avayavi ekadesena vartate, napi 
sarvatmana. ekadesavrtyabhyupagame hi avayavino bhedaprasa- 
ngah. atha sarvatmana vartate; tarhi anyatrdvrttiprasangah" itya- 
dika; sapi na yuktiyukta. katham? kim ekadesasabdena avayavi abhi- 
dhiyate, avayavo va! 

Translation: 1057 

You had floated the following argument to deny the concept of 
“whole”: Since, knowledge is the only reality, there is nothing called 
“whole”, because its existence cannot be justified. Your statement 
goes like this: “the whole cannot exist partially, nor in full, because, 
if one accepts that it exists partially, there will be difference in the 
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whole. And if it is accepted as existing totally, then, it cannot exist 
elsewhere.” But such an argument is not proper. Because, we would 
like to know what do you mean by partially? Do you mean the 
whole by the word ekadesa or part? 

Text: 1058 

dfd 3ic|A|ci|fSitfarr; CRT ^d^?Vk ddld - ffcT ^T=, 
cTSTT^bWicq^: I 

yadi avayavyabhidhiyate; tada ekadesenaiva sarvatra vartata iti 
brumah, svakarananniyamitasya tathabhutasyotpatteh. 

Translation: 1058 

If you say, whole is expressed by that word, then, we can say a whole 
exists only in a part of a place everywhere, because, it is produced 
like that determined by its own cause. 

Text: 1059 

3T2T dlddd'lsf^TSftdcT cRT d TJd^ld 3Tdddt dcTcl, 3Tdd'[d]Td' 

31c|i|^ ^xddhlldU ‘ddcJdT, 3Td^f#? < >TRl5ddfd^:, cfSITft3bH?ddf^zffcT, 
?Rf^f?dfcr?ITdd^dTc[l d'STT '3FJdd>: d^TU^:' ^f?T 

^3ddR^g^F^F?imTd: Wcfkl^, ^ d^geTk^Td:, ci^dd^T dTI 

atha avayavo ’bhidhiyate tadekadesasabdena; tada na ekadesena 
avayavi vartate, avaya[va]sya avayave vrttyayogat. bhavatu va, ava- 
yavesu vrtterabhavo ’vayavinah, tathapi asatvarh na siddhyati, tadde- 
hopalambhasya tadastitvavidhanaparatvat. yatha ‘anudakah kama- 
ndaluh ’ ityukte sati udakakamandalusambandhdbhdvah pratiyate, na 
tu kamandalorabhavah, tadudakasya va. 

Translation: 1059 

If you say that, part is meant by the word ekadesa, then, in one 
part, the whole does not exist, because a part cannot exist in a part 
or let there be absence of the whole in the parts still, it is not proved 
that, the whole does not exist. Because, when we say that the body 
is found, it means, it exists. As when someone says, this jar does not 
have water, what is understood is, the absence of relation between 
water and the jar. But, not absence of either jar or of water. 
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[19. yWl^Teffi^TSteT %rR: l] 

[7. prasahgadanupalabdhipadarthasya vicarah.] 

Text: 1060 

3T&T 31c|A|Rh ’TTfTcT; 

atha avayavina upalabdhireva nasti; 

Translation: 1060 
Clarification: 

But there is no knowledge of the whole. 

Text: 1061 

W fefc , 3TT^lf^ 3Ppdld,Md®:? 

sa kirn drsyanupalabdhih, ahosvid adrsyanupalabdhihl 

Translation: 1061 

Reply: 

When you say there is no knowledge, does it mean there is no 
knowledge of something which is fit to be perceived or there is no 
knowledge of something which is not fit to be perceived? 

Text: 1062 

Ufe FIT RfmRsF?!? ^qeTf^er§M- 

TnHtS^sfasfclcfl I 

%JcT; ^fcT TJPcfsKJT 

Hl^dsEETT, dc^THIdPl^^Hrcjl-dd.Mels^: I 3F|F- 

eFR:, 31d,MeiReT^umiH^ ?# ^qeFR: ^ ^fcTcfl 
yadi drsyanupalabdhih; sa nopapadyate. drsyasabdena kima- 
padisyate? upalabdhilaksanaprapto ’rtho ’ bhidhiyate. upalabdhilaksa- 
napraptisca pratyayantarasakalyarh svabhavavisesasca. etacced 
vidyate; kathamanupalambhah? upalabdhikdrakasakalye sati upala- 
bdhya bhavitavyam, nanupalabdhya, tatsvabhavanibandhanatvatta- 
dupalabdheh. upalabdhilaksanapraptasya yadi anupalambhah, anu- 
palabdhilaksanapraptasya tarhi upalambhah syat, anistarh caitat. 

Translation: 1062 

If you say, there is no knowledge of something which is fit to be 
perceived, then, it is not correct, because by the word that which 
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is fit to be perceived, what do you mean? You will have to accept 
that, “a thing, had it been there, it would have been perceived.” 
Had the knowledge of the thing, had it been there, it would have 
been known, refers to collection of factors such as other knowledge, 
etc. and a particular nature of a thing. If you say, this is there, 
how can it be said that it is not known? If there is collection of 
factors which contribute to knowledge of the thing, there has to be 
knowledge of that thing and there cannot be absence of knowledge 
of that thing, because the knowledge of the thing depends upon 
that nature. If it is accepted that, there is absence of knowledge of 
that which possesses the property of its being known, then, there 
should be knowledge of that which possesses the factors which will 
cause the absence of knowledge and this is of course, not desirable. 
Text: 1063 

yadi ca ghataviviktabhutalopalambha eva ghatasyanupalambhah; 
tada bhutalasyapyupalambho na bhavet, tasydpyupalabdhilaksana- 
praptatvat. 

Translation: 1063 

If by the absence of knowledge of a pot, you mean knowledge of 
the ground without pot, then, there cannot be knowledge of ground 
also, because, that also is something in the presence of which it is 
known. 

Text: 1064 

3T2T ^qeffi^el^umiH^Mel^ 

atha upalabdhilaksanaprdptamupalabhyate bhutalam; 

Translation: 1064 
Clarification: 

Well, the ground is known because, it is something which is 
confirmed by perception. 

Text: 1065 

ghatasyapi upalabdhiprasangah. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


361 


Translation: 1065 

Reply: 

Then, the pot (in the absence of pot) also should be known. 

Text: 1066 

3TST ^ddsll^ tJcRcl^M dEFTTf?!, cFT , gSTH|c|ci|c|^K: f^TcT; 

dd^rbR; dd|c|^5fc[ t^TcT ‘'^TdsTFl dEFTTfci, cRTlfp Ef^TRFT- 
RS1T jlFPlfi d cET^ 

dld,Md®:, dMds^c] ZEfts^qcrfit: I 

atha bhutalajnane ghatasvaruparh navabhati, tena tasyanupa- 
lambhah, ghatabhdvavyavahdrah kriyate; tadayuktam; ghatavasta- 
bdhe’pi bhiitale bhutalajnane ghato navabhati, tatrdpi ghatabha- 
vavyavaharaprasaktih. tatha jhanasyapi upalabdhilaksanapraptasya 
sarhvedanarh na bhavet. tatasca sarvasyasarhvedane nanupa- 
labdhih, upalabdhereva yato ’nupalabdhih. 

Translation: 1066 

If you say, in the knowledge of ground the nature of pot does not 
appear, therefore, that is not known, but only reference to pot is 
made. Even then, it will not be proper, because, even when the pot 
is associated with the ground, in the knowledge of ground, the pot 
does not appear. But there also, there will arise the contingency of 
referring to absence of pot. Similarly, there will be no awareness of 
knowledge which satisfies the character of something in the presence 
of which it is fit to be known. Thereby, since everything will 
become unknown there will be only absence of knowledge, because, 
knowledge itself will become non-knowledge. 

Text: 1067 

^ ^ddl^MdR^l ddl^d®:; ftSIMI&fo I 

yadi ca bhutaladyupalabdhireva ghatanupalabdhih; pisacaderapi sai- 
va ’nupalabdhirastu. 

Translation: 1067 

If you say, the knowledge of ground itself is the absence of knowledge 
of pot, then, let the same absence of knowledge of pot be of the ghost 
also. 
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Text: 1068 
<1 RR3;, cf5t 

bhavatu, ko dosah ? 

Translation: 1068 
Clarification: 

Let it be so, what is the harm? 

Text: 1069 
fSr?TmT‘H|cjRPl§^T: 

pisacabhavaviniscayah syat. 

Translation: 1069 

Reply: 

In that case, there will be definite knowledge of absence of ghost 
(which is not desirable, since there is nothing called ghost.) 

Text: 1070 

3Tsi <) Rrf?r f£r?rmrHiciRPi5rpi: ; ^nRi 

atha na bhavati pisacabhavaviniscayah; kumbhabhavaviniscayabha- 
vaprasahgah syat. 

Translation: 1070 

If you say, there will be no definite knowledge called absence of 
ghost, then, there will be absence of definite knowledge of absence 
of pot. 

Text: 1071 

3T2T PwidHHsIH RdcTt PbldMHsIHhlLd 

^TWff^cTc^Tcfl 

atha niralambanajhanarh drsyasya’nupalabdhih; nahi bhavatarh 
pakse niralambanajhanamasti svarhsaparyavasitatvat. 

Translation: 1071 

If you say, knowledge without content, is the absence of knowledge 
of something which is visible, it cannot be so because according to 
your doctrine, there is no knowledge without a content, since, every 
knowledge accepts its own part as its content. 
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Text: 1072 

31c|A|cA|ji|d«T:; d^Hxli d - cij|c]xfi|fd, mi 

ddcPddHd cTSTT 3PjqdWTFWTft ePf^w^eTI m T 

'MchKUMdHchd cR^WT cTSTT 3^qeTWTFT?cRftf cl^-cj^LlAcI I df? 

cTSTT 3TW^ dd#3PTdx^sfb d’ 
^K-^fcl, 'M^dl^cj chldfvjHchkH^dV^xl: I 

atha adrsyanupalambhah avayavyanupalambhah; so 'pi tatsattarh 
na vyavarttayati, yatha upalabhyamanatvarh vastusvarupam, tatha 
anupalabhyamanatvamapi vastusvarupameva. yatha karyasya sva- 
karanajanakatvarh vastusvarupam tatha anupalabhyamanatvamapi 
vastusvarupameva. nahi svakaranajanakatve vastusvarupamati- 
varttate. tatha avayavyapi karyajanakatve’pi na svaruparh hasyati, 
svahetoreva karyajanakatmakasyotpatteh. 

Translation: 1072 

If you say, non-knowledge of something which is invisible means, 
absence of knowledge of the whole that too does not exclude its 
existence, as the state of being known, is the nature of the thing, 
similarly, the state of not being known, is also the nature of the 
thing. As the state of not being the producer of its own cause, is the 
nature of an effect, in the same way, the state of not being known, 
also is the nature of a thing. It is not the case that, if something 
is not the producer of its own cause, it loses its being nature of 
a thing. In the same way, even if the whole does not produce the 
effect, it does not lose its form, because, it comes into being from 
its own cause which is of the nature of producing the effect. 

[ 6 . 3Jc|A|RPk|cMU) fd^RT: l] 

[8. avayavinirakarane prayuktasya raktaraktatvaprasahjanarupasya 
sadhanasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1073 

3ic|i|f$H:? fgjj -fldJiU||cHchcc|^ %PJOTlfteoi?e|^ dldtjunf^- 

op, ddR^dd?Tt?cn^r dT? 

yadapi sadhanamanyadupadistam - raktaraktaprasahgarupam; tada- 
pyasat, raktata nama ka avayavinah? kirn mlagunatmakatvam, 
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ahosvit mlagunadhikaranatvam, mlagunadhikaranadravyasamyo- 
gitvarh va, tadaviraladesotpado va? 

Translation: 1073 

You narrated some other causal factor viz. the contingency of a 
whole becoming red and non-red simultaneously. That is not proper. 
We would like to know, what do you mean by redness of a whole? 
Does it mean the state of being of the nature of a blue or the state 
of being the locus of the blue color or the state of being connected 
with the substance which is the locus of the quality called blue or 
the production in the particular space without any gap? 

Text: 1074 

Tjfe dlcl^ld^uikqchd dddybh,, bTfdcbMd^dldkhdKdldJ 

yadi tavanmlagunatmakatvarh raktata; tadayuktam, sphatikapata- 
deramlatmakatvat. 

Translation: 1074 

If you say that, redness means being of the nature of the quality of 
blue, that will not be proper, because, crystal, cloth etc. are not of 
the nature of blue quality. 

Text: 1075 

3T&T dldd,U||f?]cD!Ukcj ^bdT; kTDTJhW, bTfdcbMdl^ddld'bMdlRrclldJ 

atha mlagunadhikaranatvam raktata; sapyanupapanna, sphatika- 
pataderavadatarupayogitvat. 

Translation: 1075 

If you say, that redness means being the locus of the quality 
called blue, that also is not proper, because, crystal, cloth etc. are 
associated with spotless color. 

Text: 1076 

3?ar dleld,u||f?]chx!U|5;Gi|xH'i| v lf?kci ^?TT; ^ 

atha mlagunadhikaranadravyasamyogitvarh raktata; sa svayamana- 
bhyupagata kathamavayavinarh vyavarttayaW. 

Translation: 1076 

If you say that, redness means being connected with the substance 
which is the locus of blue color, how can that be accepted, because, 
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when you yourself have not accepted it, how will exclude the 
whole? 

Text: 1077 

atha parena ista ; 

Translation: 1077 
Clarification: 

Well, it is desired by others. 

Text: 1078 

zrateT ddl, df? 

2T81l4)d c l)cdl5plcdcc|d'l:, ^TTSfdW ^WlfTd fcmfejfcT? 
cf^UT^xT, ^TTf^cT d' dSTT-dTlTd ^d4)rcj|cf-dl^dcfl 

yathesta tatha ’virodhitvena ’bhyupagata, nahi sarh.yogavayavinorvi- 
rodho'bhyupagamyate parena yathakrtakatva’nityatvayoh, sa’viru- 
ddha kathamavayavinam viparyasayati? ‘raktatadhikaranasca, nasti 
ca’ ityasangatam. yatha-nasti sabdah krtakatvat-tadrgetat. 

Translation: 1078 
Reply: 

Yes, it is desired by others, but it is accepted as not being 
contradicted. It is not the case that, others accept contradiction, 
between contact and the whole, as between the state of not being 
produced and the state of not being eternal. And thus, without 
being contradicted how can it exclude the whole? To say that, 
something is locus of red color, and at the same time saying that it 
does not exist, are not compatible. Like the statement “there is no 
sound, because it is produced.” 

Text: 1079 

3TST ^RTT dTfTcT d&HfcT 3LFl?d R f^ZjfcTI § 3RM: 

atha raktata nasti ghatasya; tathapi asatvarh na siddhyati. rakta- 
tabhave tu abhavah katharh bhavet? tadabhave vijnanabhavapra- 
sahgah. 
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Translation: 1079 

If you say that, there is no red color in the pot, still, it does not 
prove that, the pot does not exist. If there is red color, how can 
there be absence of pot? And in spite of that, if you say there is 
absence, it will lead to the contingency of absence of knowledge. 

Text: 1080 
3T&T trcf^T f^lM 

atha ekasya viruddhavetau raktata'raktatdkdraw, 

Translation: 1080 
Clarification: 

Well, it is contradictory to say that, one thing is red and at the 
same time not red. 

Text: 1081 

cFxTgt R^ddl? ft ^FRT, ?ft R 3T#rT^tl ^ 

R 3RA|Rh) ’fc #1^, cfHRT fWRRI R R 3FTRI ^ 3R1R 

^ «lrf, fWFT^dh'H^lcfl 

kenestau viruddhataya? mladravyasarhyogo hi raktata, tadabha- 
vo’raktata, tau ca arthantarabkutau. na ca tayorbhede avayavino 
bheda upapadyate, tabhyarh tasya bhinnatvat. na ca anyasya bhede 
anyasya bheda upapadyate, vijhanabhedaprasahgat. 

Translation: 1081 

Reply: 

Who wants them to be contradictory? Being red means contact with 
the blue substance and absence of that is not being red. These two 
are two different things. Simply because these two are different, you 
cannot say that the whole is different, because the whole is different 
from both. It is not true that, if X is different from Y, X is different 
from Z. If it is accepted, then, there will be difference in knowledge. 
Text: 1082 

Tjfe R fWl ?RT TRR, %TFTT5^T- 

c]TI 

yadi ca raktaraktabhedena avayavi bhidyate tada avayavidvayarh 
syat, na’satvam, vijhana’vyatirekitvam va. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


367 


Translation: 1082 

If you say that, a whole is differentiated on the basis of its being 
red and non-red, then, you should accept there are two wholes, you 
should not say there is no whole or it is not different from knowledge 
itself. 

Text: 1083 

3T&T 3Tta^?Tt?qKr 71^ 3RT7d ^ f^KlfcT, TTT^fxThTT 

atha aviraladesotpado raktata mladravyapatayoh; tathapi asatvarh 
na siddhyati, sarhskrtanam sattvabhyupagamat. 

Translation: 1083 

If you say, the redness of a blue substance and a cloth means 
production in a place without any gap, even then, it does not prove 
that it does not exist, because you accept existence of things which 
undergo some change. 

[%. 3ic|i|f$|PN|cj-n!ul 

[9. avayavinirakarane prayuktasydvrtanavrtatvaprasangasya kha- 
ndanam.] 

Text: 1084 

AlwlHJct - 3TT^cTT5^?mWWl - 3TT^ 3TT^TT:, 

3PTI^ 3PTT^7T:’’; d^ddijybdj TTWf^ SiWTTcRDt 3Tbf7ftS^TTc[7Tt 

ddclddHHdlRil^sfq ft ^W^^MdhldJ d ^ 3PW- 
c|HHI<^Rsdl<^R dT 3iddci|l^d'lS^TTc[7Tt ^Tl 3lft 7J 
^ddxlRildd^H^Rdld: 7M '3TTf7T:' $cAnR$2TcN ^ ^ dWft- 

dTSSd^FT ^dd^Rd-dciblM^Rdld'l *Tf^f?T, 3HI«JdcAW^T: I 

■qcfyq§l WhRWRyq^cfRfd 3P5HWHfM?I7b ^ ^ TdWldhK-lldilRl I 
yaccanyat sadhanamuktam - dvrtd’navrtaprasangarupam - “ekasmi- 
nnavayave avrte dvrtah, anavrte anavrtah tadetadayuktam. 
tadyadi avayavavarane avayavi avrto ’navrto va ’bhyupagamyate 
paraih, tadavayavanamatindriyatve ’pi hi upalambhabhyupagamat. 
na ca avayavdnamavrtatve ’navrtatve va avayavyavrto ’navrto 
va. api tu yada vastradyavaranena devadattendriyaghatasamba- 
ndhavighatah kriyate tada ‘dvrtah’ ityapadisyate. yasya tu vastra- 
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dina”varanena devadattendriya-ghatasambandhavighato na kriyate, 
tadapeksaya anavrtavyapadesah. yatha bhavatpakse svakarananu- 
tpadakatvena ajanakatvamabhidhiyate, na ca svarupabhedamasa- 
dayati. 

Translation: 1084 

You had also mentioned another factor viz. the contingency of being 
covered and not covered. Your statement was, “When one part is 
covered, the whole is covered and when it is not covered, the whole 
is not covered.” This statement is illogical, because, if a whole is 
covered when a part is covered, and a whole is not covered, when 
the part is not covered. If this thesis is accepted by the opponents, 
then, even if their parts are beyond the range of sense organs, you 
will have to accept the knowledge of that whole. It is not the case 
that the whole is covered, when parts are covered and whole is 
not covered, when the parts are not covered. Rather, when by a 
cover viz. cloth, the relationship of pot and the sense organ viz. 
the eyes of Devadatta is obstructed at that time we say that, the 
whole is covered. But, for someone whose connection of the eyes 
of the Devadatta with the pot, is not obstructed by a cover viz. a 
cloth, with reference to such person, it is said that, the whole is not 
covered. As according to your doctrine, you consider something as 
non-cause, if it does not produce something which is a cause. This 
does not lead to difference in the form. 

[<lo. xidNdcd^d'W 3R^§T:l] 

[10. avayavinirakaranaprayuktasya calacalatvakrtasya avayavi- 
bhedaprasangasya pratyadesah.] 

Text: 1085 

mS^elfR R - clcT5x|dNd^ 3iddRdl d^dddybR, r|dH*i! 

efjSf rbT 3TWff fwl? 

yadapi aparamabhihitam - calacalatvasadhanam - “avayave calati 
calatyavayavi, avayavantare ca'calati na calati - tatascalacalatve 
avayavino bhedaprasangah”; tadetadayuktam, calanasya svayama- 
nabhyupagamat. tadabhave katharh tena avayavi bhidyate? 
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Translation: 1085 

You had also made a reference to another factor viz. moving and 
non-moving. You had said, “When the parts move, the whole moves 
and if another part does not move, the whole does not move. And 
therefore, if a whole is accepted as non-moving, then, there will 
be difference in the whole.” This is also not proper, because, you 
yourself have not accepted movement. And in the absence of the 
movement, how can the whole be different? 

Text: 1086 

3TS1 dcR c# ^ dcbWliafrzi 3Wrl: I 

atha calanarh vidyate; tarhi idam vaktavyam-svavisayalaksanam, 
calanaruparthasya utpatteh. 

Translation: 1086 

If you say, the movement is there, then, you should be able to define 
the object of that movement, because the entity viz. the movement 
is produced. 

Text: 1087 

3TS1 cfKcn cddfedcl; 

atha parenestarh calanam iti krtva vyapadisyate; 

Translation: 1087 
Clarification: 

Well, in whatever movement is desired by the opponent, you may 
call the same as movement. 

Text: 1088 

q^on d 3 3iwr derffr ^cRiRnsricHPieH, ficfr tail 
3idi|RdlSdHclfh^, d'KIKMIdU 3Tfcr ^ dcHdyb: 
-Clcdcflfcl czrqf^^i dddRchelj PfWd 

satyam, istarh parena. na tu avayave calati avayavinascalanami- 
stam, tato bhinnatvat. napyavayavantarasyacalane avayavino ’ca- 
nalamisyate, tasyanyatvat. api tu calanayuktah calatiti vyapadi¬ 
syate. calanavikalo niskampa ityabhidhvyate. 

Translation: 1088 

Reply: 

It is true, it is desirable to the opponent. But, it is not desirable to 
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them that, if you say part moves, the whole will move. Therefore, it 
is different from that. It is also not the case that, if the another part 
does not move, the whole does not move, because, that is different. 
Rather, that is said to move which is associated with the movement. 
And that which is devoid of movement is called motionless. 

Text: 1089 

3T&T Scqgq^TcTfM ^TcTfTT 3Pfqpp7#7P R P Pcrfcl; 

atha tadeva dravyamupajatakriyarh calati anupajdtakriyarh ca na 
calati ; 

Translation: 1089 
Clarification: 

Well, the same substance, when activity is produced in it, moves 
and when activity is not produced in it, it does not move. 

Text: 1090 

'Mcilbf, -cidRl, p PdRl I 

satyam, tadeva calati, tadeva na calati. 

Translation: 1090 

Reply: 

What you say is true. It is the same whole, that moves, and the 
same whole that does not move. 

Text: 1091 

natva(nva)vayavino bhedah prasajyate; 

Translation: 1091 

Objection: 

Well, then, in that there will difference in the whole. 

Text: 1092 

P 5RRf:, xlcH'Rl RRTS^pap (^RdTR) I 3FPtPTf^fR: I pap 

PP?q% IPP cm PPPP P sppfp?P?l - TfWftMT dKU|R, TPPPPPFTRPT 
PPPR, P P cPFP i^sfwr, Rap 31c|i|Rx|dNd^H P ^Pcll 

na prasangah, calanasya tato’nyatha (nyatvat). calacalavyapade- 
sasca anyopadhikrtah. yatha bhavatpakse jnanarh karyarh karanarh 
ca vyapadisyate - svakaryapeksaya karanam, svakaranapeksaya 
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karyam, na ca tasya bhedo ’sti, tatha avayavicalacalatvena na bhedo 
drsyate. 

Translation: 1092 
Reply: 

No, there will no such contingency, because, action is different from 
that. The reference to moving and non-moving is made on the basis 
of another factor. As according to your doctrine, knowledge is said 
to be an effect and also a cause- with reference to its own effect, it 
is a cause, with reference to its own cause, it is called an effect and 
still there is no difference. In the same way, due to the movement 
and non-movement of the whole, there will be no difference of the 
whole. 

31c|A|RPk|cMU) , 'Hc|fc|A|cWgdH' 5?^ pRRT:|] 

[11. avayavinirakarane prayuktasya ‘sarvavayavagrahanena’ ityadi 
vikalpajdlasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1093 

>Hc|fc|A|c|i|guH picT, f4> dT chfcfWWBI^ ’JU?!? 

cpfdqi||5cji|cji|^ul I 

3?ar 3ic|i|f4i|£U|^ ; cRT WFd JTHJT WTfl cf^TTcf , R 

^cjfc|i|c|ii^u|i^4cpHcjiiRii^ui^ ;nf£r chRmiiicjiicjii^un^chHcjiiRn'i trwf, 3rfq- 

^ | 3FW ft 3RPTdIIW^% 

WfcJn^IeFT: Wcfl 

yadapyuktam - kirn sarvavayavagrahanena avayavi grhyate, kirn va 
katipayavayavagrahanena grhyate? yadi ca sarvavayavagrahanena 
grhyate; tada madhyabhagaparabhaga ’grahane avayavyagrahanapra- 
sangah. atha katipayd ’vayavagrahane avayavigrahanamabhyupaga- 
myate; tada kardrhhrigrahane avayavavigrahanarh syat. atha avaya- 
vagrahanamantarena avayavigrahanam; tada sarvada grahanarh 
syat. tadetat sarvamayuktam, na sarvavayavagrahanapurvakamava- 
yavigrahanam, napi katipayavayavagrahanapurvakamavayavino gra- 
hanam, api tu taddehendriyasannikarsalokadisakalye sati upala- 
mbhah. anyatha hi avayavagrahanapurvake grahane ’bhyupagamya- 
mane avayavyaderanupalambhah syat. 
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Translation: 1093 

You had also said, “Is it the fact that when all the parts are drawn, 
the whole is drawn? Or when some of the parts are drawn, the whole 
is drawn? If you say, when all the parts are drawn, the whole is 
drawn, then, when some one will draw the middle part, or the end 
part, the whole will not be drawn. And if you say, when some parts 
are drawn, then, the whole is drawn, then, if someone touches hand 
and feet, it will mean that, he is touching the whole body. If you say 
that, without drawing the whole, or touching the parts, there will 
be touching of the whole, then, there should be always touching of 
the whole.” All this is illogical. It is not the case that, to know the 
whole, it is necessary to know all parts of the whole. It is also not 
the case that, knowing of the whole, is preceded by knowing of some 
of the parts of the whole. Rather, when the whole is connected with 
the sense organ, body etc. and when there is sufficient- light, there 
will be knowledge of the whole. If this is not accepted, and if it is 
accepted that, knowledge of the whole is preceded by knowledge of 
whole. Otherwise, if it is accepted that, knowledge of the whole is 
preceded by the knowledge of parts, there will be no knowledge of 
the whole. 

[< 15 . 

[12. avayavinirakaranaparayah ‘yatra bhinne na tadbuddhih’ ityadi 
yukteh khandanam.] 

Text: 1094 

71^ V(t qwSlWW’ cT5T 3bR>4 

dlcK-ffiSRlfhdcdlR 

cl^T dlcffift 

yadapyanyaduktam - avayavinirakaranapararh sadhanam - u yatra 
bhinne na tadbuddhirdhiya ca na sa. tad ghatarh tu sarhvr- 
tisat paramarthasadanyatha” tatra yadi avarugne ghate ghata- 
buddhirna bhavati ghatasya’paramarthasattvam; mle’pi pratya- 
stamite mlabuddhirna bhavati mlasya’stamitatvat tada mlamapi 
aparamarthasat praptam. 
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Translation: 1094 

You had also given another ground, to refute the existence of the 
whole viz. “When, there is difference in the whole, there cannot 
be knowledge of the whole. Nor can that knowledge be decided. 
The knowledge of pot that arises is not true, because, the ultimate 
reality is otherwise.” There, if the pot is covered, the knowledge 
of the pot does not arise and the pot is not considered to be the 
ultimate reality. If you say this, then, when the blue color is erased, 
there does not arise the knowledge of blue color and so, because the 
blue is not there, you should accept that the blue color is unreal. 
Text: 1095 

RsIH^-d^-hld dt^dd^M^hlSRlRhlHlfdl 

tatha, vijnanamastamupagatarh na vedyate tadapyaparamarthasat 
prapnoti. 

Translation: 1095 
Clarification: 

Similarly, when knowledge vanishes, it is not known and therefore 
on the same logic, you should say that knowledge also is unreal. 

Text: 1096 

3TSTtTRT^%n^dlelkd^ WcARdPlcI WdFcR cteJct W, R^ STtscR^uf 
ddl-d i tsfTl; dcff^;- jcMdd? 

atha praktane vijnane nildntare pratyastamite jndnantararh vedyate 
nilantararh ca, na tu ghate’varugne ghatantararh vedyate; tat kim - 
utpannarh na vedyate, ahosvidanutpannam? 

Translation: 1096 

Reply: 

Well, in the earlier knowledge, another blue color is destroyed and 
so in the subsequent knowledge, there is awareness of knowledge 
as well as another blue color. But when the pot is broken, another 
pot is not known. Do you want to say that, it is produced and not 
known, or, it is not produced at all? 

Text: 1097 

TTWft R TDTTft ft dfsN'fld WT? 
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tadyadi utpannarh na grhyate; tatrapi hi vijnanotpadanasamartha- 
mutpannarh na grhyete, tadviparitarh va? 

Translation: 1097 

If you say that, it is produced, but not known, there also the question 
arises, that something which is capable of producing the knowledge, 
is produced, but not known, or, does it mean opposite of that? 

Text: 1098 

^ picl; 

ydvjlIdH, cRcRzf pirr 3T^TSfT dlcN-ilMII£ui ^TiTfl 

tadyadi vijhanotpadanasamarthamutpannarh na grhyate; tadayu- 
ktam, yadi vijhdnotpadanasamarthamutpannarh ghatajatam, tada- 
vasyarh grhyate anyatha nilasyapyagrahanarh syat. 

Translation: 1098 

If you say that, something which is capable of producing knowledge, 
is produced, but not known, that will not be proper, because, if pots 
are produced and are capable of producing the knowledge of the pot, 
then, it must be known. Otherwise, even that cannot be knowledge 
of blue color. 

Text: 1099 

3T&T cb?Tdld'WMdill cTWWTWsfcfwl 

atha vijhanajanakotpannasyagrahanam; tada mlasyapyanaya vrtya- 
’grahane tasyapyaparamarthasattvarh syat. 

Translation: 1099 

If you say that, something is produced and it causes the knowledge, 
and still it is not known, then, by the same process, when blue color 
is also not known, the blue color should also be accepted as unreal. 

Text: 1100 

3TST SldyMddddld d - fed! cFT TbRT dtef-fTFl 3lfq 31^7?! d' 

^7(sr)cl ddVfM 3IWdSbHwHN^dl 

atha anutpannaghatajatarh na vedyate tena tasya aparamartha- 
sattvam; mla-jhane api anutpanne na vedya(dye)te tayorapi 
aparamarthasattvamapadyate. 
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Translation: 1100 

If you say that, pots which are not produced are not known, and 
therefore, a pot is unreal, then, when the knowledge of blue color 
arises, it is not known, the knowledge of blue color should be 
declared as unreal. 

Text: 1101 

3T&T tieFcF d jn^rfcT fosTIddHcj} WlcIWSMFf; 

atha avarugne ghate ghatantararh na pradurbhavati vijndnajanakarh 
kapalavasthayam; 

Translation: 1101 

Clarification: 

Well, when a pot is broken, another pot does not emerge which 
can generate the knowledge of pot and what continues there, is the 
parts of the pot. 

Text: 1102 

dlfa fdfeFd% d>WFl d% dMsIld dM?! AeWf- 

^STT^TF^I cTSTT, die! T-SJyf RfcTFcR ddfd 

yadyevam nirvikalpake rupajnane naste nanyannirvikalpakarh rupa- 
jhanarh jay ate savikalpakavasthayam. tatha, sthule nile naste nanyat 
sthularh mlantararh bhavati suksmamlotpadakale. 

Translation: 1102 
Reply: 

If it is so, when an indeterminate knowledge of color, is destroyed, 
no other indeterminate knowledge of color emerges during the state 
of determinate knowledge. In the same way, when a gross blue color 
is destroyed, no other gross blue color emerges during the time of 
production of minute blue color. 

Text: 1103 

3T&T eld Hld'bMdlS^dTTT sllddMdl dTSd?TdT; 

atha tatra nilarupatd’nugata jhanarupata va’nugata; 

Translation: 1103 
Clarification: 

Well, there the blue color continues in the subsequent moments and 
also the form of the knowledge in the subsequent knowledges. 
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Text: 1104 

^IcTSI Uhbijd I S^HcIT I 

yadyevam ihapi kapalaghatayoh svalaksanarupata’nugata. 

Translation: 1104 
Reply: 

If it is so, here also, the parts of the pot and the pot continue in 
the form of particulars. 

Text: 1105 

ddWJybR- “f?WT "cT’T'HT - f^TT s^EZJT bldTTT fclci^feifafcr dld^sRd, 

rff”; dddd^bR, f^'^cT^TT fJKIT pNIdMdill, 3TT^f^R 

'dldMddl? 

yadapyuktam- u dhiya ca na sa - dhiya buddhya vivecyamane na sa 
ghatabuddhirbhavati mlabuddhistu bhavati”; tadetadayuktam, kirh- 
bhutaya buddhya vivecyate - kirn niralambanaya, ahosvit salam- 
banaya? 

Translation: 1105 

You have said the following, “The knowledge of the pot, is also not 
established i.e. when one examines critically, that knowledge is not 
of pot, but it is knowledge of blue color.” This is also not proper, 
because, there the question arises, by which thought do you examine 
this? Is it thought without content, or, thought with content? 

Text: 1106 

TTWfr pNIdMddl ci^T RRrpfk||Sjf I ^ pNIdMddl 

f^tWTFl^T 3TWTT, cf^TSRTT ^TT dldl^ L d'dwl J HIMdlMdrl I R ^ 
f^RTeFsR^fcRf^TI 

tadyadi niralambanaya vivecyate; tada vivecamyartho vaktavyah. 
yadi ca niralambanaya vivecyamanasya asatvam; tada’naya ntya 
mladerapyasattvamapanipadyate. na ca niralambanamatirasti. 

Translation: 1106 

If you say, it is examined by a thought without content, then, you 
should spell out what is the object of critical examination? If you 
examine it by a thought without a content, then, content does not 
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exist and by this logic, there will be absence of blue color also. As 
a matter of fact, there cannot be a thought without a content. 

Text: 1107 

rblcIMHI? 

atha salambanaya ghato vivecyate; sa kimatmalam.bana, ahosvit 
svakayavyatiriktalamband ? 

Translation: 1107 

If you say that, pot is examined by the knowledge of thought, having 
a content, there also the question arises, what is the content there? 
Is it the thought itself, or, something other than its own form? 

Text: 1108 

^fWTTeFspTT WdFV MRl<hl; cktT R^rpfkiisft cRRST: | ^TFT 
TdWFTkrkTWT Ef^TS^T foHIdldh? 

tadyadi svakayalam.bana sati ghatasya vivecika; tada vivecamyartho 
vaktavyah. yadi nama svakayamatravabhasa samutpanna; ghata¬ 
sya ’satve kimayatam ? 

Translation: 1108 

If you say, the thought having thought itself as its content, examines 
pot, then, you should know, what is that which is being examined? 
If the thought is produced, which reveals its own form i.e. mere 
thought, then, what happened that the pot does not appear in that 
thought? 

Text: 1109 

3T&T chF^T g# [^cFT# cfd 3FP7T dldl^R 

atha tasyarh buddhau ghato [najvabhati tena tasya’satvam; anaya 
bhahgya mladerapi asattvamapadyate. 

Translation: 1109 

If you say that, because, in that knowledge or thought the pot does 
not appear, and therefore, there is no existence of pot, then, by this 
argument, there will arise the contingency of denying the existence 
of blue color etc. 
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Text: 1110 

3T&T fa'Wicl; fcj> [tlcildHHAIl] fd^yf, 

bldoiif^R^hiaifcHHHill cJT? 

atha svakayavyatiriktarthalarnbanaya ghato vivecyate; kirk [ghata- 
lambanaya] ghato vivecyate, ghatavyatiriktarthalambanaya va! 

Translation: 1110 

If you say that, the pot is being examined by the thought in which 
the content is different from the thought then, we would like to 
know whether the pot is the content of the thought, and therefore, 
it is being examined, or, (the pot is being examined) by the thought 
in which the content is different from the pot? 

Text: 1111 

klcildHHAH fcfNzicl, cppcZj: | ypn f Vp 

cfT, R>Rldl? 

tadyadi ghatalambanaya vivecyate, tatrapi vivecanartho vaktavyah. 
taya him kriyate-kirh ghatasya’sattvarh pradyotyate, ahosvit 
sattvam, ubhayarh va, na kirhcidva? 

Translation: 1111 

If you say that, by the thought, the pot having its content, the pot 
is being examined, there, we would like to know, what could be the 
meaning of “the act of examining”, i.e. what is going to be done by 
that act of examining i.e. the act of thinking? Is the non-existence 
of the pot going to be indicated, or, existence, or, both, or, neither? 

Text: 1112 

3bF?cl^; dbdybH, psfrf^l 

3TfcTRWTcl, *T ^ 31eFfl 

tadyadi asatvam; tadayuktam, nahi anyavisaya sati etasya 
prabodhika bhavitumarhati atiprasahgat, na jatu rupavisayavijha- 
na(narh) rasasthapanaya alam. 

Translation: 1112 

If you say, non-existence is going to be indicated, that will not be 
proper, because, if the content of the thought is something else, 
it cannot reveal that, because, otherwise it will lead to unwanted 
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contingency. It is not the case that, the knowledge of color is capable 
of establishing the existence of taste. 

Text: 1113 

3TST wdWAIcl; cTSJTft nWfl n(n)^RK-lwl PT •flell&fo I 

atha sattvarh pradyotyate; tathapi sattvam. sa(sarh)vrtisattve va 
mladerapi sarhvrtisattvaprasahgah. 

Translation: 1113 

If you say, then, existence is being revealed or indicated, still there 
will be existence and if that is treated as unreal, there will arise 
the contingency of blue color becoming unreal i.e. not having real 
existence. 

Text: 1114 

3T2T nfcRTfcT; *T, dPPTPTP 3#WPTc[l m %TFPPP R^ddi *T PTfp 
PPlP Phf%cPfl fprp, T W^cRKAII PlcfrsfPh^Rld^dilll dri^Vh) W 
cpai mn 

atha ubhayarh pratibhati; na, tadabhavasya avisayatvat. yatha 
vijhanasya visayatarh na yati tatha prageva prapahcitam. kirhca, 
ubhayarh pradyotayantya bhavo ’pi pradyotitastaya. tatpradyotane ca 
katharh ghatasya sarhvrtisattvam? 

Translation: 1114 

If you say that, both appear, that is also not correct, because the 
absence of the pot is not the content in the thought, as this absence 
cannot be the object of the knowledge, has already been discussed 
before. Moreover, by thought revealing both, the positive entity is 
also revealed and if that is revealed, how can pot be called unreal? 
Text: 1115 

3?ar n Rbfeidft tpp ; m nff ndwp m 3prfp§n?r? 

atha na kihcidapi pradyotyate taya; katharh tarhi ghatavisaya sa 
apadisyate ? 

Translation: 1115 

If you say that, neither of the two is revealed by that knowledge 
of thought, then, how do you call that knowledge as knowledge of 
pot? 
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Text: 1116 

3T2T 'fTT; Rd ddhldl *T <pRRT 3l[*rkc|RsnfeT, ?T ci||c|Rfeh| | 

atha ghatabhinnarthavisaya sa; tatra vartamana na kumbhasya 
astitvavidhayika, na vyavarttika. 

Translation: 1116 

If you say that, something other than the pot is the content of that 
knowledge, then, that thought at that time can neither enjoin the 
existence of pot nor can it exclude pot. 

Text: 111 7 

3T2T dRTT 5# JTfcRTfcT cFT dRT 

atha tasyarh buddhau kumbho na pratibhati tena tasya sarhvrti¬ 
sattvam; 

Translation: 111 7 
Clarification: 

Well, in that knowledge, since pot does not appear, therefore, that 

pot is called unreal. 

Text: 1118 

d' yf?PTTf?r, rtmrm i 

% d - hfcIhlRl - dW RidRI d' 

yadyevam-buddhivisayo ’pi buddhyantare na pratibhati, tasyapya- 
yatarh sarhvrtisattvam. sarvajhdnani ca itaretarajhane na pratibha- 
nti - sarvesarh sarhvrtisattvam praptam. na caitadabhyupa gamy ate. 

Translation: 1118 

Reply: 

If it is so, then, since that which appears in one knowledge does not 
appear in another knowledge and so that also should be declared as 
unreal. Similarly, all knowledges do not appear in other knowledges 
and therefore, all knowledges should be declared as unreal. But, as 
a matter of fact, this is not acceptable to you. 

[<13. RsIHcIiRhi fdRTd] 

[13. vijhanavadina sadhitasya bdhyarthavilopasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1119 

- “d' f^er fwRwfdfdWf ^dRi 
ddTSdn?lsfd fTFTSSfr : Wc[, dFdFTRRITFf xf vjffcl 
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<cKx1^: ^frsST: ^ H fd^WFll cT&TT bcK-kdfd^ 
vsnrrssff *t %r: ^nn;i 3?ar siHKNRRdHafczj cRfq- siHKwRRdH. 
^FHcFTF^t 'jFTcT: I 3TST >M^RRd ^RS^i cicf?R ^faeFFIR 

I’chlMd'-Wr FT WTSTftefa: F1TT: I” d^ddFybhJ 

yadapyanyatsadhanamapadistam bahyarthapahnave - “na kila 
vijnanamasarhviditam arthasya vedanam. yadyaviditamarthaveda- 
narh tada ’jate ’pi jnane ’rtho vedyah syat, santanantarajhdne ca 
jate devadattavedyah so ’rthah syat, na caitadupapadyate. tatha 
svasantatipatite paroksajhane jate ’rtho na vedyah syat. atha 
jhanantaraviditamarthasya vedanam; tadapi jhanantaraviditam 
ityayatamandhyarh jagatah. atha svasarhviditarh tadarthasya 
vedanam; tatasca sahopalambhad ekopalambhato va bahyartha- 
vilopah praptah tadetadayuktam. 

Translation: 1119 

You had also stated another ground to deny the existence of external 
object viz. “knowledge does not mean sensation of a thing which 
is not known. Had it been the case that there is sensation of 
even a thing which is not known, a thing would have been known 
in a knowledge, even if that knowledge has not yet come into 
being. When another knowledge series has arisen, that object can 
be known by Devadatta. But this is not proper. Similarly, when 
non-perceptual knowledge has arisen in its own knowledge series, 
the object will remain unknown. 

If someone says that, sensation of a thing means the perception of 
something known by another knowledge, then, that knowledge also 
is known by another knowledge and in this way the entire universe 
will become blind. If you say that, sensation of a thing means being 
known by itself, then, either because of the simultaneous knowledge 
or because of knowledge, the external world will vanish.” But this 
is not proper. 

Text: 1120 

il-dlcl^rbh.-'jIHI-d^RRd fTFhd 3TSTFF cRT 3Tf%T WIHlfa’l 
M^dbdhJ 3Tfq- ^ SiRRd^d sTFFf 3TsfcF ^FFfl 
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yattavaduktam- ‘jnanantaraviditarh yadi jnanam arthasya vedanarh 
tada anistha prapnoti’. etadanabhyupagamenaiva paryndastam. api 
tu aviditameva jnanam arthasya vedanam. 

Translation: 1120 

You had also said “if the knowledge of a thing is that, which is 
known by another knowledge, then, it will lead to unsteadiness.” 
But since such a theory is not acceptable, it is automatically refuted. 
Rather, a knowledge which is not known, is the knowledge of a thing. 

Text: 1121 

R3 3MI?rsfcr sTFf 3Tafr fer: 

nanu ajate ’pi jhane artho vedyah syat; 

Translation: 1121 
Clarification: 

Well, if when knowledge has not come into being, an object will be 
known. 

Text: 1122 

R fer:, 3Tsfr R felcT, R ^ d - ^Tll 

na vedyah, vedanasyabhavad artho na vedyate, na tu vedanaveda- 
nasyabhavadartho na vedyate. 

Translation: 1122 
Reply: 

It cannot be known, since there will be no knowledge, the object 
cannot be known. It is not the case that in the absence of knowledge 
of knowledge, an object is not known. 

Text: 1123 

'dFdTRRTdWTcl d' #Sarf TdTR'; dd^dyb'd, dddxT- 
dRTfcfdfcfcl \jTTcT dfdd'RI ^SsiWteT:, d' ^ dRTlRRTWfcicr sTFl, 3PW 1% 
^RdTHFdVdfdd feH'MRfafcd'di dUdRI 

yadapyanyaduktam- ‘santanantarajate na jhane so ’rtho vedyah 
syat’; tadapyayuktam, devadattasantatipatite jate devadattasya 
so ’rtho ’paroksah, na tu santanantarapatite jhane, anyatha hi santa- 
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nantarapatitarh vijnanarh svasamviditarupam jatam. tasmin jate 
so ’rtho devadattasya ’paroksah syat. 

Translation: 1123 

You had also said, “when knowledge is produced in another 
knowledge series, that object is known.” But, this is also not 
proper, because, if the knowledge conies into being in the series 
of Devadatta, that object becomes invisible to Devadatta. But not 
in the knowledge which is included in another knowledge series, 
otherwise, a knowledge falling in another knowledge series, will 
become of the form of being known by itself and when in such 
a form it is born, that object will become invisible to Devadatta. 

Text: 1124 

3Tfq- d, WR fdi 3T#f^ 

api ca, rupajnanarh kirk rupagrhityatmakam, ahosvid agrhityat- 
rnakarnl 

Translation: 1124 

Moreover, is it the case that knowledge of color is of the nature of 
sensation of color, or, of the nature of non-sensation. 

Text: 1125 

ddfd ddT J^d^ci did Hid sIHKN^' ddg ddddfd dT, d 

tadyadi rupagrhityatmakam; tada grhitameva ruparh jhdnarh jhana- 
ntaravedyarh bhavatu svasarhvedyarh va, na jhanagrahanapurassa- 
ramarthasya grahanam. 

Translation: 1125 

If you say, it is of the nature of sensation of color, then, let the 
color which is known to be the knowledge, to be known by another 
knowledge, or, to be known by itself? It is not the case that, before 
the object is known, the knowledge of the object is known. 

Text: 1126 

3T&T d ddfd diWlddj ^ dfS ddddldt dd^ ^rfdlddi- 

ddfddddRt dT ddd; 3#d dT, d diddd dddSTdT, ddl dHsndddddRfd^sfd 
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^ WTFd cTgcf ^ WFm JT^TSTcTT ^J#[fcRWcI?M 

3^qq^;t 

atha rupagrhitisvabhavakarh na bhavati rupajnanam; evarh tarhi 
svasarhvedyarh bhavatu vyatiriktasarhvedakasarhvedyarh va bhavatu 
avedyarh va, na rupasya pratyaksata, yatha rasajnanasva- 
sarhvedyatve ’pi na rupasya pratyaksata tadvat rupajnanasadbhave ’pi 
na rupasya pratyaksata rupagrhitisvabhavataya anupapatteh. 

Translation: 1126 

If you say that, knowledge of color cannot be of the nature of 
sensation of color, then, let that be known by itself, or, let that 
be revealed by another revealer, or, let that not be known at all. 
The color cannot be perceived. As even if the knowledge of taste is 
revealed by itself, color is not revealed by that knowledge, in the 
same way, it is knowledge of color, there cannot be perception of 
color because, it cannot be said to be of the nature of sensation of 
color. 

srniTSiRel'lMId'lM^rb^ Retort 

/ 14 ■ bdhyarthavilopdyopayuktasya sahopalambhasadhanasya vikalpya 
dusanam.J 

Text: 1127 

fcfWdTSWt^ra^' - 

I d rr f^zifcT 3T^rfcf^hl c[T| 

yadapyuktam- ‘svasarhvedyatve sahopalambhad vijnandrthayorai- 
kyam’ - etadapyapanitam drastavyam; svasarhvedyatva’sarhbhava- 
deva. na ca sahopalambhadarthasya ’bhavah siddhyati avyatireko va. 

Translation: 1127 

You had also said, “if it is movable by itself, because they will appear 
together, there will be identity with knowledge and its content.” 
This is also as good as refuted, because, it is impossible to justify 
that, it is revealed by itself. It is not the case that because, they 
appear together there will be absence of content or there will be 
identity between the two. 
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Text: 1128 

'HSlUcWr % 5TT%Kr4:, 3lfepT:, OTmf cfT? 

sahopalambho hi jhanaikadharmah, arthaikadharmah, ubhayadha- 
rmo vd? 

Translation: 1128 

We would like to ask, whether, knowing together is the property of 
knowledge alone, or, of the object of the knowledge alone, or of the 
property of the both? 

Text: 1129 

dTsfel ci|^chm|c||^ch ^d^hVcIlcfl 

tadyadi jhanaikadharmah; tada sahasabdartho nopapadyate. jhanai- 
kadharmatve ca jhanasyaivastitvasthapakarh narthasya vyatireka- 
bhavavedakarh sahopalambhasadhanam ataddharmatvat. 

Translation: 1129 

If you say that, it is the property of knowledge alone, then, you 
cannot justify the meaning of the word “together”. If it is the 
property of knowledge alone, then, it will not be the revealer of the 
absence of difference of the object, because, the factor of causing 
the perception together cannot be the property of that. 

Text: 1130 

3?ar 3Tfel4: ^TsgTSlf I dT 3TSfc% 

*mr ^rr-simfcT, ?i?reTr f^g: i 

atha arthaikadharmah sahopalambhah; atrapi sahasabdartho 
vaktavyah. arthaikadharmatve vd arthasyaiva sattarh vyavastha- 
payati, tatasca viparitasadhanad viruddhah. 

Translation: 1130 

If you say, it is the property of object alone and that is the 
meaning of knowing together, then, here also you should also spell 
the meaning of the word “together”, or, else if it is the property 
of knowledge alone, then, it establish the existence of object only 
and consequently it will establish contrary to what you intend to 
establish. 
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Text: 1131 

3?ar wm:; SRIcRcfa:? SRIcReflq?^; %IWT?TT 

^twti oiiigcwnRszicri % 

'3imfc 'ftcM *T sIH'W’ WH f^WTW cj^cij^i cfEET ’TrfTcTI *T *T 

^TcWrs^icRw^ ciiicidiifd, ^T^rsfcr m frpri 

atha ubhayadharmah; kathamubhayadharmatve anyataralopah? 
anyataralopascet; nobhayadharmata upapadyate. ‘ubhayadharmata 
ca anyataralopasca’ iti vyahatamapadisyate. ubhayadharmatve ca 
‘arthasyaiva vilopo na jnanasya' ityatra niyamakarh vaktavyam. 
tacca nasti. na ca upalambho ’nyatarasadbhavarh vyavartayati, 
sadbhave 'pi drstatvat yatha jnane. 

Translation: 1131 

If you say that, it is the property of both, then, if it is the property 
of both, then, how one of the two has disappeared? If one of the 
two has disappeared, then, it cannot be maintained that, it is the 
property of both. It is indeed a contrary statement, if you say, “it 
exists in both and there is absence of one.” If it is a property of both, 
in spite of that, there is absence of the object and not of knowledge. 
For such a statement, you should give explanatory ground and there 
is no such controlling factor. Knowledge of a thing does not exclude 
the existence of one of the two, because, even if it is there, it is 
experienced by us as in the case of knowledge. 

Text: 1132 

3Tfq xT mm - fefj 3 cT 3?sfer? 

a/pi ca kasyatra paksikaranam - kirn vijnanasya, uta arthasya ? 

Translation: 1132 

Moreover, what is the subject of this inference? Is it the knowledge, 
or, the content of the knowledge? 

Text: 1133 

cKlfc fTFT WltTl; cTCH fef> ^TTKKl - 3TTFT: 3Ki|fd^<bl ^T? 

tadyadi jndnarh paksayasi; tasya kirn sadhyate-abhavah avyatireko va? 

Translation: 1133 

If you are making knowledge of content as the subject, then, what 
is being inferred in that? Is it the absence, or, absence of difference? 
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Text: 1134 

3PTTd:; fcj> sTFR^T, 73cT 3Tsfc^TfrT? 

tadyadi abhavah; sa kirk jnanasya, uta arthasyeti? 

Translation: 1134 

If absence is being inferred, there also we would like to know, is the 
absence of knowledge, or, the absence of content of knowledge? 

Text: 1135 

life SIHbd cRT ST^dSHH, WPfcTT cf^l 

yadi jnanasya tada abhyupetahanam, hetosca paksadharmata na 
labhyate. 

Translation: 1135 

If you say, it is the absence of knowledge, then, you are giving up 
something which you have already accepted. Moreover, you cannot 
demonstrate that, the ground for the inference exists in the subject. 

Text: 1136 

3T&T 3TSPFH; 7KT - ffH Wlf% 3Taff Hhkflfa cmBcRqfeqrT, 

^TeFWT rr czrftfeh^uiccl^l 

atha arthasya; tada asambaddhatvam - jnanarh paksayasi artho 
nastiti vyahatamapadisyate, sahopalambhasya ca vyadhikaranatvam. 

Translation: 1136 

If you say, it is the absence of content of knowledge which is being 
inferred, then, it is a very irrelevant statement. On one hand, you 
are making knowledge as the subject, and on the other, you say 
there is no content of knowledge and so it is self-contradictory. It 
will mean that, the knowledge of the two exists in two different loci. 
Text: 1137 

3TS1 3|oi|fa$ch: ^TTtZfrT; sIH'W, 3T#f^ 3TSp^T? 

atha avyatirekah sadhyate; sa kirn jnanasya, ahosvid arthasya? 

Translation: 1137 

If you say that, the absence of difference is being established by 
inference, there also question arises, is it of the knowledge, or, of 
the object of knowledge? 
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Text: 1138 

3Tsfrzi; - 5TFTWlfit, 3TS^T^Sc^fel^RffrfWT 

cRtt^ ciii^dbMR^, srajfoAif^cb) ft mwi: i 

tadyadi arthasya; tada ’sambaddhabhidhatrtvam - jnanarh paksayasi, 
arthasya ca'vyatirekapratipadanarh karosi iti vyahatamapadisyate, 
arthavyatireko hi arthadharmah. 

Translation: 1138 

If you say, it is the object of knowledge, then, again it is irrelevant 
statement, because, on one hand you are making knowledge as 
the subject, and on the other hand you are attempting to explain 
the identity of the object of knowledge. This is self-contradictory, 
because, the property of object cannot be different from the object. 
Text: 1139 

3T&T 5lH*3c| f^T; clf^) 

atha jhanasyaiva avyatirekapratipadanarh kriyate; tatkirh svasmat 
svarupadavyatiriktam, ahosvit pararupadavyatiriktam ? 

Translation: 1139 

If you say that, you are explaining the non-difference of the 
knowledge itself, there also the question arises, is it the case that, 
it is not different from its own nature? Or, it is not different from 
other’s nature? 

Text: ll^O 

TTFTTcf sTH^; cl^T 3 hR|c||<^h T^Hlfddcdl: I 

tadyadi svasmat svarupadavyatiriktam jnanam; tada avivadena 
sambodhayitavyah. 

Translation: 1140 

If you say, the knowledge is not different from its own nature, then, 
there is no difference of opinion whatsoever. 

Text: ll^l 

3TS1 tRTcdT dllwkb:, 3idllrd<bl ^TT? 

atha parasmadavyatirekapratipadanarh kriyate; sa paratma tdttvi- 
kah, atattviko va? 
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Translation: 1141 

If you say that, it is being explained as not different from other’s 
nature, there also question arises whether the others nature is real 
or unreal? 

Text: 1142 

3idlfwidr; dTTtScqfdRrb fTFFff’T 

tadyadi atattvikah; tato ’vyatiriktarh jnanamapi atattvikarh bhavet. 

Translation: 1142 

If you say, it is unreal, then, the knowledge also will be unreal 
because, it is identical with that. 

Text: 1143 

3T&T dlfxdcjr; ^frzraSllRd^l ^T, 3R^lRd^ cfT? 

atha tattvikah; sopyavadharitadeho va, anavadharitadeho va? 

Translation: 1143 

If you say, it is real, then, there also question arises, whether its 
own form is determined, or, its form is not determined. 

Text: 1144 

3ra*llRd^:; ^Tf^ftwIcbKddl 3TWT:, 3Tf^TFhRcRn cp? 

tadyadi avadharitadehah; sa kirn bhinnakarataya avagatah, abhinna- 
karataya va? 

Translation: 1144 

If you say, its form is determined, there also the question arises, 
whether it is known as having different form, or, as having identical 
form. 

Text: 1145 

zrf^f^lcjiKddl 3fcrarf^T: ; 
tcffeften ehldkAIAiNRedl cfTI 

yadi bhinnakarataya avadhdritah; tadd bhinndkdrdvagdhakavijndna- 
dusitapaksatvena sahopalambhahetorasiddhata kalatyayapadistata va. 

Translation: 1145 

If you say, its form is determined having different form, then, the 
subject of the inference becomes defective as knowledge in which 
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different form is the object and as such the ground viz. “knowing 
together” remains unestablished, or, suffering from the defect of 
kalatyayapadista. 

Text: 1146 

3Tpf?iWi|cjdi|l5^?f[f^T:; d dff qWTT, 'qWTT ^ 3Tf^r^TH|c|di|l 
^ oi||b||d:| feJrET, 3Tf^T^WRT[ 5n*fiTScHllfed:; 
cKT fcfr ?T?r ^TgkeF'd^T?^ f^TTf^cTfM ef)4f9r 'fTT^pf 

^T(g?)dvi||i|hRlMdRll 

atha abhinnasvabhavataya’vadharitah; na tarhi paratma, ‘paratma 
ca abhinnasvabhavataya’vadharitah’ iti ca vyaghatah. kirhca, 
abhinnasvabhavataya yadi prdgevd’vagahitah; tada kirn tatra 
sahopalambhasadhanena prayojanam? nispaditakriye karmani 
sadhanarh sa(dha?)nanyayamatipatati. 

Translation: 1146 

If you say, it is determined as having identical nature, then, 
this cannot be said to be of the form of others nature. It is a 
contradictory statement to say that it is of others nature and at 
the same time it is determined as having nature having the nature 
identical with the nature of its own. Moreover, if you say that it is 
already known as having identical nature then, what is the need of 
establishing “knowing together”? Because, when an act has already 
terminated in generating an activity, the means of that activity is 
left with no scope, for a cause and effect relationship. 

Text: 1147 

3T2T3H*raiRd^:; ^ efjSTd rf 3t^lRdHd^lRdl<bKdl: 
cRf^ti 3 R^rEJlRdlebl^£b^ ^ fRWfl 

atha anavadharitadehah; sa paratma'stiti katharh janise? na ca 
avadharitanavadharitakarayoh ekatvarh bahuvido vadanti alavadha- 
ritdkaraikatve ca jhanasyapyasarhvedanarh prasaktam. 

Translation: 1147 

If you say, it is not determined, then, the question arises how do 
you know that, it has other’s nature? Learned people do not say 
that, there is identity between a known and unknown forms. If it is 
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identified with the form which is not determined, then, it will lead 
to lack of awareness of knowledge. 

Text: 11 48 

xl fef> t3TT 3TST^ft:, fTFUSprl: cfl? 

api ca sahopalambhah kirn jnanayoh, uta arthayoh, jnanarthayoh 
va? 

Translation: 1148 

Moreover, by knowing both what do you mean? Is it knowing two 
knowledges? Or, knowing two objects, or, knowing knowledge and 
object? 

Text: 1149 

fTFWt: ; cRT *T cfj 31^?^ 

c^FcT?^ ^TTtHRchd: - f^F^sTFl[^] fTFWt: 'HSlMdWlf+cl I 

tadyadi jnanayoh sahopalambhah; tada na dvitiyasyabhavo 'vyatireko 
va siddhyati, asiddhasca hetuh, drstantasca sadhanavikalah - dvica- 
ndrajhane[na] jnanayoh sahopalambhosti. 

Translation: 1149 

If you say, knowing together two knowledges, then, it does not 
establish as the absence of the second, or, the non-difference. Thus 
the ground for the inference is not established and the example 
is devoid of the ground. It is not the case that in the erroneous 
knowledge of two moons there is awareness of two knowledges. 

Text: 1150 

3T&T 3TSfcfr: ; ?KTSj^gt &J:, r|HJcNI8fcfHT: I c#T 3T W?i- 

atha arthayoh; tada’siddho hetuh, na canyatararthalopah. lope va 
anyatarasiddhau bahyarthavyavasthitih. 

Translation: 1150 

If you say, it is knowing two objects, then, also the ground is not 
established. Neither of the two objects can be elided and if it is 
elided, then, one of the two will be established and in that case, it 
will prove that there are objects outside. 
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Text: 1151 

3T&T fTHTSWr: Fl^kcFR:; tcffc%gcTT ( cTFFFFF muRdd: I 

atha jnanarthayoh sahopalambhah; tathapi hetorasiddhata, drsta- 
ntasca sadhanavikalah. 

Translation: 1151 

If you say, it is knowing together knowledge and object, even then, 
the ground is not established and there is no example to establish it. 

Text: 1152 

3T8T - ^IeF*Tl^l fTHTSW^WT Tjq-- 

qrarn 

atha sahopalambhadityasyayamarthah - ekopalambhat. ekopalambhena 
jhanarthayorekata upapadyate. 

Translation: 1152 
Clarification: 

Well, by the term “knowing together” we mean the following: It 
means because, there is one knowledge, we can justify the identity 
between knowledge and its object. 

Text: 1153 

^dlMd^lRdR-il effoaf: - fefj fTHTSWT: W ^iMd^T:, 3cf 
FFlcFR:, TjqcFR ffcTI 

nanu ekopalambhadityasya ko ’rthah - kirn jhanarthayoh eka eva upa- 
lambhah, uta ekasyaivopalambhah, ahosvidekenaiva upalambha iti. 

Translation: 1153 

Reply 

Well, we would like to know, what do you mean by, “Because it 
is one knowledge”? Does it mean that there is one knowledge of 
knowledge and its object?, or, does it mean knowledge of only one, 
or, does it mean knowledge by only one? 

Text: 1154 

ITFTFFfr: tjefj ttq ^TqeF-rf ^fct ; F riff 3T2|fa|c|Rife: | FFFFTFF^R 
RlsIHRdMd3TSRmT5fFI 3TfRfelwi % dldldld^dfed^R^FFlRI 
3i^chlPdchlujij il^l^ddldd'l^dldldKIUll^chjMel^sfF FRTcFf- 
oill^R: 3R1FT FT I 
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tadyadi jnanarthayoh eka eva upalambha iti; na tarhi artha- 
bhavasiddhih. sarhvedyamanatvena vijhanasattavad arthasatta’pi 
susthita. asiddhopyayarh hetuh nildddvanekopalambhasambhavdt. 
anaikantikopyayarh hetuh yasmddanekamlalohitddydkdrdndmekopa- 
lambhe’pi ndnyatamavydvrttih abhedo va drstah. 

Translation: 1154 

If you say, only one knowledge of knowledge and the subject, 
then, it will not establish that, there is no object. As, because of 
awareness, the existence of knowledge is established, in the same 
way, knowledge of object will be established. Moreover, this ground 
of inference is unknown because, it is possible to have knowledges 
of a blue color. This ground is also suffering from another defect 
called “inconsistency” because, in spite of a single knowledge of 
many forms such as blue, red etc., there is neither exclusion of any 
of them, or, identity. 

Text: 1155 

3T2T ijcMdjcl ddcFd: fb) tefflcWf, 31ISlf^ld s1HkH4>T? 

atha ekasyaiva upalambhah ekopalambhah; tadekarh kirn vijha- 
natmakam, ahosvid jhanatmakam ? 

Translation: 1155 

If you say, knowledge of only one is what is meant by one knowledge, 
there we would like to know, whether that knowledge is of the nature 
of vijnana, or, of the nature of knowledge? 

Text: 1156 

d' ^ Rshdkdddl, dTdld ’3FhT ddhRd %TFFf' '3Td ddld-WT' 
fkdRi dRh d^ '^dFTidd;' I Wd°lhdld 

^Tfei-vjlellRchT HIcR^H ufdM^ dSlT 3#5TTdkdWdT 

3TSJcRft^FTFT d' Rshdkddhl c^cpr-andf^ PPkt, 3Fd&rT dbdyc|£lPlfN-Hllcb 

tadyadi vijhanatmakam; tadasat, mla-mani-kumbhadervijhdnotpdda- 
katvena svarupamavadharyate na tu vijhdndtmataya, yasmad 
‘anena utpaditarh vijnanam ’ ‘atra mamotpannam ’ ityevarh 
pravadanti santah na tu ‘idameva jhanam ’ ityevarh vaktaro 
bhavanti. yatha hi vastutvena pratiyamanarh mlajaladikam ekopa- 
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lambhanurodhena navastutvena pratipadyate tatha avijndnatma- 
kataya adhyavasiyamanarh na vijnanatmataya vyavasthapayiturh 
paryate, anyatha vastutvahaniprasangat, 

Translation: 1156 

If you say, it is of the nature of vijnana, then, it is not true, because, 
its nature is decided on the basis of blue color, gem, pot etc., being 
its producer and not as vijnana. Since, this vijnana is produced 
by this, this is produced here for me. This is how people describe. 
They do not say, this is the knowledge as blue color, water etc., is 
known as an entity and in terms of a single knowledge, they are not 
considered to be a non-entity, similarly, when something is decided 
as non-knowledge it is not possible to establish it as the nature of 
knowledge, otherwise, it will lead to absence of all entities. 

Text: 1157 

3T&r(an)Rs1Hkhdi|l d^ebHc|«n4rT RtatflBZIcTT Wcfl 

atha(thd)vijndndtmatayd tadekamavadharyate tadestasiddhera- 
siddhih, siddhasadhyata ca syat. 

Translation: 1157 

If you say that, something is decided as of the nature of other than 
vijnana, then, there will be non-establishment of what is intended 
to be established and also establishing something which is already 
established. 

Text: 1158 

3T&T Refill; 'HlTd.MMd TT 

atha ekenaivopalambhah; sopyanupapanna eva, jalacandrarkadeh 
bahibhirupalabhyamanatvat. 

Translation: 1158 

If you say that, knowledge by only one, that is also not proper, 
because, water, moon, sun, etc., are seen by many. 

[‘IT 31c|i|£)pN|cKU|g(K| T-ailftd'K! STf&TWT^STTWfI] 

[15. avayavinirakaranadvara sthapitasya ksanikatvasyotthapanam] 

Text: 1159 

- “31c|A|RPK|eMu) - zjft ft f^cf 3T§rf&Tcht Tdfd - TR: 

cRT Tdfd - 3TWh5^TfTTR:, dRTd(d^TT5)TM?ll 3T&T cfjST dWTR: ? 
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y-anf^SSff^SdWUlldJ ?T^c ] cp>ap^? epsajcr - fe|j WTT^T STTOPTsffifcli 
cf^f^^^-qi^v3-dx!l-dx!|Ui|fM Wlff&l cf^tfeT, 3W ^FTTCTTftcl^PmRrc: 
Sfj^ffcT? Ufa #^T efj^ffcT; cT^T l^cblddlRd ^WFTfoTT 5TW1?!, fFRcf^uf 
?bPTI *T ^WTTcrratfr dTpT eMdRebd.fi ^TFTI 
tpFd^ldldxIdHRlsbHRll 3T2T ^WFfRNxft dddRl; 
^cifchKnR^KHi^ilch'hmi deWRdJH) d - 3TTWPcfpM?ft5f^T , 31|ehKiil: 

IdldlctI 3?ar pfc^Rqf^R:; $]R|ebd ^xjcrfqwrfcRW^I” 

d^ddphj dfd sFlW WT *T cf^tfeT ddMdfa efjst efj^ffcT? p dlcW-cld- 
^UH^eh RsIhbfldlReb m cfj^ffcT d: f^Pcf: I m fcfjJT- 

(fM%)HI4)|^U| cf^tfrT, 3TTcpR^T dT? 

yadapyuktam - “avayavinirakarane ksanikatvam - yadi hi kila 
aksaniko bhavati bhavah tada bhavati avayava’vayavibhavah, 
tadabhave tatsva(tasya)bhdvat. atha katharh tasyabhavah? 
sthdyino’rthakriya’karanat. tadeva katham? kathyate - kirn yena 
svabhavena adyamarthakriyarh karoti kirn tenaiva svabhavena 
uttarottaranyapi karyani karoti, atha samasaditasvabhdvdntarah 
karoti? yadi tenaiva karoti; tada ekakalayogitvarh sarvakarya- 
narh prasajyate, kramakaranarh hvyate tasya. na hyekasvabha- 
vayatto vastunarh kdlavikalpo nama. vikalpe va ekasvabhavaya- 
ttatamatikramanti. atha svabhavantarapattau janayati; svabhava- 
ntarapattisca purvakdrapariharanantariyakarupa. tadaparityage na 
dkarantaranupreveso ’sti, akarayoh ekatvayogat. atha purvakara- 
pariharah; tada etadeva ksanikatvam yat purvaparakaryakaranam. ” 
tadetadayuktam. yadi kramena karyarh na karoti yugapadapi 
katharh karoti? ekarh mlasvalaksanamanekarh vijhdnamladikam 
karyarh karoti iti vah siddhantah. tadanekarh karyarh kima(kime- 
ke)ndkarena karoti, akarabhedena va? 

Translation: 1159 

You have also said the following: In the context of refuting the 
concept of whole, you had raised the matter of momentariness.- If 
a positive entity is taken as momentary, then, the part and whole 
relationship will become possible, because, in the absence of that, 
there will be absence of that. If you ask how will there be absence of 
that? The answer will be “because that which is durable will not be 


396 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


involved in bringing about the result. If you ask how is that? Here 
is the answer: Is it the case that, a thing performs its first result 
having a particular nature by the same nature, does it also produce 
the subsequent effects also? If you say that, by acquiring another 
nature, it produces the effect, then, let it do so by that nature, in 
that case, all effects will start occurring at one and the same time 
and it will lose its nature of producing an effect in a sequence. It is 
not the case that, things entertain sequence of time being controlled 
by one nature. Considering that, it does, it will cross the limit of its 
own nature. If you say, it is involved in the production of another 
nature, and assuming another nature will be of the form of being 
so, without giving up its earlier form and if does not give up its 
earlier form, there is no question of another form entering into it, 
because, two forms cannot be said to be one. If you say that, it will 
give up its earlier form, then, that itself is momentariness, which is 
the cause of earlier and later effect.” 

But, this is not proper. If something does not produce effect in 
a sequence, how will it do so simultaneously? According to your 
doctrine, one blue particular produces many cognitions of blue. 
There the question can be asked, whether that produces the effect, 
by the same form, or, by different form? 

Text: 1160 

d^i-dVl cRTSSAUdm^wfuil^eblchK^Lidl rihWl- 

I 

tad yadyekena karoti; tadd”ydtdsarvakdrydndmekdkdrarupata eka- 
tvam, ekasya cdnekatvamapadyate. 

Translation: 1160 

If you say that, it produces by one form, then, oneness will mean, 
all effects have been only one form and this will mean, as if, one 
has become many. 

Text: 1161 

3121 3Wl^Hl^ebebl4 NJHAlfa; 3TTcpR^Tc[ d^d ci||c|xf^ 
cm cf^ifcri 
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atha akarabhedenanekakaryarh janayati; akarabhedat tadekatvarh 
vydvarttate, yadvyavrttau naikamanekarh karyarh karoti. 

Translation: 1161 

If you say that, it produces effect, by different forms, then, since 
there will be difference in forms, oneness will be excluded. Once 
that is excluded, it means that, one cannot produce many effects. 

Text: 1162 

3?ar ^T^un-d^ld Ai^eh^Ncthl^uiicHehH; 

atha ittharhbhutarh svahetubhyastadudgatarh yadanekayugapatka- 
ryakaranatmakam; 

Translation: 1162 
Clarification: 

Well, what we consider to be of the nature of producing many effects 
simultaneously, is that which emerges from its own cause, in this 
form. 

Text: 1163 

zreft dRlfd fFTHIcil^ehchl^un^ch TQ I 

yadyevarh mamapi kramabhavyanekakaryakaranatmakarh samud- 
bhutarh svahetubhyah. 

Translation: 1163 

Reply: 

If it is so, then, according to me also, something can emerge from its 
own cause, which may be of the nature of producing many effects 
in a sequence. 

[ °l $. dtecR-STFHFT Wijjh'W fddT?f Rd^ 

[16. ksanikatvasthdpandya prayuktasya vindsahetvabhavasya vinasarh 
vikalpya dusanam.] 

Text: 1164 

- “fcRT^T^lRMcf #WT RTd:” ddd,M^R; d>a[R? cl 
-fdRT?fttWT dT, d dT? 

yadapyanyaduktam- “vinasahetvabhavat ksinako bhavah ” tadanupa- 
pannam; katham? te idarh prastavyah -vinasosti va, na vd? 
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Translation: 1164 

You had also said the following: “Since, there is no cause of 
destruction, a positive entity is momentary.” But it is not proper. 
If they ask how?, they should be asked this: whether there is 
something called destruction, or, not? 

Text: 1165 

dTf^vT; Pl&Jebd 3T RrlKAlRl hdlRu|: | cpezjTCJcT- 

^cfKcj Plg^cbd cfF RrlKilR '?FcT: I 

tadyadi nasti; kasya sahetukatvarh nirhetukatvarh va vicarayanti 
manisinah. nahi vandhyasutasyabhave sahetukatvarh nirhetukatvarh 
va vicarayanti santah. 

Translation: 1165 

If they say, there is no destruction, then, what is being discussed 
as having cause and not having cause by the learned men? If there 
is absence of son of a barren lady, wise men never discuss about its 
having a cause, or, not having a cause. 

Text: 1166 

3TS1 fef?r f^TT?T:; 3T, cfT? 

atha vidyate vinasah; sa vastusvabhavanubandhi va, vicchinnotpanno 
va? 

Translation: 1166 

If you say, there is destruction, then, the question arises whether it 
is associated with nature of reality, or, is it produced without any 
association with reality? 

Text: 1167 

CMIR |cjFJsFsft; ^ c# ^Tc^cr— 

I c| I j,s| Rl cej cq fd qn 

tadyadi vastusvabhavanubandhi; na tarhi nirhetukatvam, vastuno va 
nirhetukatvaprasarhgah, satsvabhavanubandhitvavyatirekaprasahgo va. 

Translation: 1167 

If you say, it is associated with nature of reality, then, it cannot be 
said to be without cause. Otherwise, all entities will become without 
cause, or, all entities will be devoid of association with their own form. 
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Text: 1168 

cii(dR^h: ; RrtgcfK^r cRmmRi:? [ddd^icNddlfi^HV 

dcffi^:| 

atha vyatiriktah; tasya nirhetukatve kopapattih? sahetukatve niyata- 
desakalayogitvenopalabdhih. 

Translation: 1168 

If you say, it is different, then, what is the justification for calling 
it without a cause? And if you say, it has cause, then, there will 
be its knowledge as being associated with a particular place and 
particular time. 

Text: 1169 

dfd dPT Pl£d,<hl fddT?T: dd^TT dtecf ftdTTdTcPb dTd^dtS&lkKcclId? 

yadi nama nirhetuko vinasah vastunarh ksanikatve kimayatam, 
vastubhyo ’ rthantaratvat? 

Translation: 1169 

If you say, destruction is without any cause, then, what is the harm, 
if things are taken as momentary because, it will be a different entity 
from the real entities? 

[<119. flfuiclxcjjMijlRH: fcRT^Tf^cfKcfRI Retort dfclddddfl] 

[17. ksanikatvopayoginah vinasanirhetukatvasya vikalpaprapahca- 
kena prativadanam.] 

Text: 1170 

3T&T dPcjdld-H-d^dkdld PFTTPTTddfcf fddT?T:; 

atha nirhetukatve vastutpattyanantaramatmanam samasadayati 
vinasah; 

Translation: 1170 
Clarification: 

Well, if destruction is treated as having no cause, then, destruction 
will come into being after the production of a thing. 

Text: 1171 

dddybdj 3RT m d§TT ddl^T - dkcjyMxl: PIP dT, 3FRR dT, ddcTFcR dT 

WFF[, d dT dddd;? 



400 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


tadayuktam. atra panca paksa bhavanti - vastutpatteh purvann, saha 
va, anantararh va, kalantare va bhavanam, na va bhavanam? 

Translation: 1171 

Reply: 

That is not proper. Here five alternatives are possible. Is it prior 
to the production of a thing, or, together, or, after, or, coming into 
being at another time, or, not coming into being? 

Text: 1172 

tadyadi purvabhavanam; tada bhdvodbhavanupapattih. 

Translation: 1172 

If you say, coming into being before, then, you cannot explain 
production of any positive entity. 

Text: 1173 

3T&T ddT I dcfidld^cM dT 3RM- 

^TTsftRlccb^cjlcfl 'Hdd'l4d«TOW T^l 

atha saha; tada bhavanupalambhaprasangah. tatsadbhavopalambhe 
va satatopalambhaprasangah, abhavasya ’kirhcitkaratvat. tatha ’na- 
ntarabhute ’pi vinase satatopalambhaprasanga eva. 

Translation: 1173 

If you say together, then, there will arise the contingency of not 
knowing a positive entity and if its existence is known, then, there 
will arise the contingency of knowing always, because, absence is an 
insignificant entity. Similarly, even if the destruction occurs later, 
it will keep on being known always. 

Text: 1174 

3T2I cmcTFd^ H dff $#cjxcj f^cfx^ Wlfrl 

atha kalantare bhavanam; na tarhi ksanikatvarh vastunarh vinasasya 
nirhetukatve satyapi. 

Translation: 1174 

If you say, its coming into being at a different time, then, you cannot 
hold that things are momentary, even if destruction is treated as 
without a cause. 
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Text: 1175 

% wt f^RTSTT?; cRT WiFTFlT f^WTTWT, f^3TTTSlTTlTc[l 

atha naiva bhavanarh vinasasya; tada sarvabhavanarh nityatva- 
mapadyate, vinasasya ’sarhbhavat. 

Translation: 1175 

If you say that, destruction does not occur at all, then, it will mean 
that, all positive entities are eternal, because, destruction is not 
possible. 

Text: 1176 

3TST f^TT?\ fTTRLFd, cR% 

rt^TT'nd': efjSj 

atha sahetuke vinase navasyarhbhavo vinasasya, vastre ragavat 
karanavydpdraparadhmavrttitvdt, tadabhave tasyabhavah katharh 
bhavet? 

Translation: 1176 
Clarification: 

Well, if destruction is treated as having a cause, then, there can be 
no definite occurrence of destruction. Like the color in the cloth, it 
is dependent on the function of its cause and if that is not there, 
how can there be absence of that? 

Text: 1177 

dddybR, I ^T5‘H|c|K-dld ) ^H: *T efjfSrf- 

fMsr: I d 5 ppfrswwr d^TFlT fddT?lldyHTb; ^dTdfM% 

ctoJk-ileh^UM^I 

tadayuktam, svahetoreva dhruvabhavivinasarhasyotpatteh. bhavatu 
va'bhdvdsyanudgamah na kascidvirodhah. na tu nirmoksaprasango 
gunanarh vinasanutpatteh; nedamasmadvirodhesu rajate, moksapa- 
riklrptyakaranat. 

Translation: 1177 

Reply: 

It is not correct. A thing which is sure to be destroyed is produced 
from its own cause, or, let there be no emergence of absence. There 
is no conflict in it. It will also not lead to absence of freedom from 
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bondage, since there will be no destruction of the attributes. This 
does not stand in opposition to our view, because we do not accept 
the idea of salvation. 

Text: 1178 

3T2T ebdeb'W Pkbd hlHlfd fcRmRRd' 

atha krtakasya nityatvarh prapnoti vinasasarhbhave sati; 

Translation: 1178 
Objection: 

Well, if there is no destruction, then, a thing which is produced will 
become eternal. 

Text: 1179 

m pRcrf^i 3 tor, ww Pkdd 

Trfrr? dT PkdcciR, d TPrrst^n 

savadhika satta anitya, niravadhika tu nitya, tatkatharh krtakasya 
nityatvarh vinasasarhbhave sati? bhavatu va nityatvam, na doso’sti. 

Translation: 1179 

Reply: 

The existence which has a starting point is non-eternal and that 
which has no beginning is eternal and therefore, how can there 
be eternity of something which is produced in the absence of 
destruction? Or, let that be eternal. It does not do harm to our 
doctrine. 

[°i6. vdiWlRchW ^ugHbj] 

[18. pratyaksagrahyatvena upapaditasya ksanikatvasya khandanam.] 

Text: 1180 

sited R)i41fpbdcb 3id?nRiwhMfterT 
cRd^xn cld'hHchlellfel^dl 3TRtete?T’ - d^dd^bR, 3Tcft?THT- 

J ldc|d r hHcblelHi cdRted ^TT? 

yadapyapadistam - u pratyaksena ksanikatvarh vastunarh visayikri- 
yate, atztdndgatakdlavikala vastusatta vartamanakdldlihgita pratya- 
ksena dtmasatkriyate” - tadetadayuktam, atitandgatavartamanakd- 
lanarh kirn pratiyamanadavyatirekitvam, vyatirekitvarh va? 
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Translation: 1180 

You had also said, “momentariness of things becomes object of 
perception, the existence of a thing devoid of past and future time 
and being associated with only present time, can be the object of 
perception.'’ This is also not proper, we would like to know whether, 
the times such as past, future and present are not different from 
what is being known are different? 

Text: 1181 

tadyadi avyatirekitvam; tada kalatraydnumatarh vastupalabdham. 

Translation: 1181 

If you say, they are not different, then, we know a thing with 
reference to all the three times. 

Text: 1182 

3T&T ci|fc^Rxc|T; cKxdcHjj ^ 31dndHHId4d r hHcMcllTlRNfcdl dTdjTT^T- 
cl^W-ddfcdd tWb cR*TTcR^ f^FTTW: I 

atha vyatirekitvam; vastvavagame na atitandgatavartamanakdldvagati- 
rasti. vastumdtropalabdhestadastitvarh siddham, tadabhavasca nispra- 
manakah. 

Translation: 1182 

If you say, they are different, then, for the knowledge of them, there 
is no knowledge of past, future and the present. By knowing mere 
thing, its existence is established and also its absence without any 
proof. 

Text: 1183 

3TS1 ‘qrfrSTId:; ‘WrS^PFdft 3PTldTd ddlT^lRfd^fd- 

eraukciidj 

atha sa eva bhavo ’ bhavah; bhavo ’nyastarhi vaktavyah, abhavasya 
sarvopdkhydvinivrtUlaksanatvdt. 

Translation: 1183 

If you say, the same is positive entity is absence, then, you should 
spell out the positive entity as different, because an absence is of 
the nature of that which is free from all attributes. 
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Text: 1184 

3T2T cMdH^ dM 3MTI5MI:; prfcTI 

atha kalantare tasya anyo ’ bhavah; tasyakirhcitkaratvat sattakha- 
ndanarh prati. 

Translation: 1184 

If you say that, at other time, there will be absence, different from 
that, then, it is insignificant in the context of refuting its existence. 

Text: 1185 

3T2TTW51Zffcf5^ccr McTFcbl MHFb; ^T#TWl4c|^cI^pj PMMI. 

^ ^'IRdld.'HdldRdl MI 3TT?MTTfMMf #T MIT MdfMTFbT 
3TRMTTfTMI?ri 

athdparakdrydkarttrtvarh kalantare tadabhavah; tadayuktam, sarva- 
parakaryakarttrtvamekasya pratyaksat pratyabhijnanena ca purvo- 
ditanubhavavedita satta dtmasdtkriyate saiva satta pratyabhi- 
jnanena dtmasdtkriyate. 

Translation: 1185 

If you say, the state of not producing another effect, is the absence of 
that at some other time, it will not be proper, because, it is known 
by perception and also by recollection that, one thing produces all 
other effects and so it takes existence which is revealed by earlier 
experience as its object and the same existence becomes the object 
of recollection. 

Text: 1186 
cpsj yddodlfcl idj: 

katharh punarvetsiti cet; 

Translation: 1186 

Objection: 

How do you know it? 

Text: 1187 

#T MIT TTfcTHlfd'I GTTMgMlfd TTT MIT tlfcmifcll 

MTtSWTT? M dHlj# ^dMM?TRUT *T MMt cRTOI 

<bldfd,hHhJ 
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pratyabhijhanadeva janimah. saiva satta pratibhati. adyanubhavepi 
sa satta pratibhati. kuto’vagata? evarh jhanayorapi hetuphalabha- 
vavadharanarh na sakyate kartum, tadabhavanna kdryanumanam. 

Translation: 1187 

Reply: 

We know it because of recollection only. The same existence 
appears in the first experience also, the first existence also appears. 
Where-from can that existence be known? In the same way, it is 
not possible to know the cause and effect relationship between two 
knowledges and since it is not there, there cannot be inference of an 
effect. 

[°i%. siW-Hd'Hl ^THIclld.hH'Rl PRTCT:|] 

[19. bauddhasarhmatasya svabhavanumanasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1188 

RSfl R RRRTRiR;i fwft: 

, R#?RR RRRRtcl I 

tathd svabhavanumanasyapi na sambandhavadharanamupapadyate, 
tadabhavat. bhinnayoh sambandha(ddha)yoh sambandho drstah, 
nahyekasya sambandha upapadyete. 

Translation: 1188 

Similarly, it is not possible to know the relationship of invariable 
concomitance in the case of inference of one’s nature, because, such 
a relation does not exist. Relation can exist between two different 
things, if the thing is only one, there can be no relation. 

Text: 1189 

fprR, PkTPk^PT cellin' fpPRT - fpPRFTcPT, 3TPRR#P RT? 

kirhea, krtakatvena anityatvanumanarh kriyate - kimavagatena, ava- 
nagatena va? 

Translation: 1189 

Moreover, you are going to infer non-eternity on the basis of 
something being produced. There the question arises whether that 
state of being produced should be known, or, unknown. 



406 


Jayarasibhatta’s 


Text: 1190 

ddfd dTTdd d%d^fcT? 

tadyadi anavagatena; tatkatharh svayamanu(manava)gatarh sadha- 
narh bhavitumarhaW 

Translation: 1190 

If you say, it is unknown, then, how can that which is not known, 
be called a ground to infer something on the basis of that. 

Text: 1191 

3T&||cH^H; cbRTT <bd<tKcJM J ld1 dfddTfd dT, d dT? 

athavagatena; tasyarh krtakatvavagatau anityatvarh pratibhati va, 
na va! 

Translation: 1191 

If you say that, by a known ground that can be known then, we 
would like to know whether in the knowledge of the state of being 
produced non-eternity appears, or, not? 

Text: 1192 

dfd d dfddlfd; efjST hfcldKHHHI5tlfcldKHHHi|'l'l-dldkU|^? 

yadi na pratibhati; katharh pratibhasamana ’pratibhasamanayostadat- 
myam? 

Translation: 1192 

If you say, it does not appear then, how can there be identity 
between that which appears and that which does not appear? 

Text: 1193 

3T&T dfddlfd; fdTdd^TFld? fd^dfddfM d>dfuT dTddTdSTddd;i dddap ft 
4>d4Kc|hfdM-dlclft dTgdTdgdT^d Wcfl 

atha pratibhati; kimanumanena? nispaditakriye karmani sadha- 
nanarthakyam. anyatha hi krtakatvapratipattavapi anumanamupa- 
deyarh syat. 

Translation: 1193 

If you say, it appears, then, what is the need of inference? With 
reference to an act which has already produced the effect, a means 
is of no use. Otherwise, even after the knowledge of the state of 
being produced one will have to say that the inference can operate. 
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Text: 1194 

3?ar <£c14xcj ^kcTJ 

atha krtakatvarh pratipannamiti krtva nanumanamupadiyate; 

Translation: 1194 
Clarification: 

Well, because the state of being produced becomes known, 
therefore, inference does not operate. 

Text: 1195 

3EFI?1 dlPkd^ ZT^TT^FT^- 
dc«h<lRl<PlcA|dmfcmcA|sJ% 4 ,<|R|t.t| PlcA|dl'HHK'l4ci|c|^|S^ 

ch<|R|rc|(wl)Ploildlci|cj^K|SF;? 

tatsvabhavanubandhyanityatvamapyavagatam, kimanumanena ? 
avagate cdnityatve yatsadhanamupadiyate tat kadacidanityata- 
pratipatyartham, kadacicca nityatasamaropavyavacche- dartham, 
kadacitva(ttvaJnityatdvyavahdrdrtharnt 

Translation: 1195 

Reply: 

In that case, then, non-eternity which follows from that nature 
is also known, so, what is the need of inference? Even after 
the knowledge of non-eternity, if a means is employed, will 
it be for the knowledge of non-eternity sometimes, or, for 
excluding super-imposition of eternity sometimes, or, for referring 
to non-eternity sometimes? 

Text: 1196 

3Tte?TEffcRFT8Ef; ^TT Wcfa, czrsj: MTCT: I 

tadyadi anityatapratipatyartham; sa jnataiva, vyarthah prayasah. 

Translation: 1196 

If you say, for the knowledge of non-eternity, then, it is already 
known and hence taking effort in that direction is futile. 

Text: 1197 

3?ar ^Pl^^ldcijfdRrb:, ci|fdRrbl *TT? 

atha samaropavyavacchedartham; samaropavyavacchedah anitya- 
tvadavyatiriktah, vyatirikto va! 
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Translation: 1197 

If you say, for the sake of excluding the super-imposition, there 
the question arises, whether the exclusion of super-imposition, is 
identical with the non-eternity, or, different? 

Text: 1198 

3RMfq 3iPl<ri|cc||c|J|^c||c|J|dcc||-H 

tadyadyavyatiriktah; asavapi anityatvavagamenaivavagatatvanna 
sadhanantaramapeksate. 

Translation: 1198 

If you say, it is identical, then, that also is known by knowing the 
non-eternity and then also, it does not require any other means to 
know it. 

Text: 1199 

3T&T ^RlRrb:; f3TcR^^fl cp? 

atha vyatiriktah; sa him vastubhutah, avastubhuto va? 

Translation: 1199 

If you say, it is different, we would like to know, whether it is real, 
or, unreal. 

Text: 1200 

cTd 5l«JJ|d#dcbcc|'W dldk^ld,MMfri:I dldld^ dT 

ddc| J l^c|ld J Hlcf 

tadyadi vastubhutah tena saha sabdagatakrtakatvasya tadatmya- 
nupapattih. tadatmye va tadavagamenaivavagamat nanumanama- 
peksate. 

Translation: 1200 

If you say, it is real, then, with that there cannot be identity of the 
state of being produced which exists in the sound, and if there is 
identity, then, it is known that by itself and obviously, it does not 
require inference again to know it. 

Text: 1201 

3T21 3TcR^p:; ^ fefc ffWcT, fTRTcT cp? 

atha avastubhutah; sa kirn kriyate, jhapyate va? 
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Translation: 1201 

If you say, it is unreal, then, what happens to it? 

Text: 1201a 

felcr; dddybh,, ^U||i|>llcf, cf5yut dT dTd/dWW: I 

tadyadi kriyate; tadayuktam, sarvopakhydvinirmuktasya karana- 
yogat, karane va vastutvaprasahgah. 

Translation: 1201a 

If you say, it does something, that will not be proper, because, if 
something is devoid of all characterizations it cannot do anything 
and if it does, it becomes real. 

Text: 1202 

3T&T HRlcT; cPT ^ <£d4KcN-d ^Ftjcii^chicb dT d^T dTdyd 

dxTdKcTRTdi dTI 

c 

atha jhapyate; tena saha krtakatvasya sambandhavyatirekat, 
avyatireke va tasya vastutvarh krtakatvasattvarh va. 

Translation: 1202 

If you say, it is known, then, it does not have relationship with 
the state of being produced, or, if you say that the relationship 
continues, then, the question arises whether it is real, or, a product, 
or, non-existent. 

Text: 1203 

3T&T 3TPkddlcdc|gK: - dt ft Wd njIHtHR 3TpfrdcTFdddR d 

1% 3T5T oi|c|g|4cl ; 

atha anityatavyavaharah kriyate - yo hi krtakatvarh janannapi 
anityatavyavaharam na karoti sa hi atra vyavaharyate; 

Translation: 1203 
Clarification: 

Well, we refer to it as non-eternal and one, even after knowing it is 
non-eternal, it does not refer to it as non-eternal, and that is what 
is referred to here. 

Text: 1204 

^TTsft oi|c|gK: , oiifaR*) cfT? 

so’pi vyavaharah anityatvadavyatiriktah, vyatirikto va? 
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Translation: 1204 
Reply: 

Even that reference we would like to know, whether not different 
from that which is non-eternal, or, different from that? 

Text: 1205 

yadyavyatiriktah; asavapi pratipanna evanumanikah. 

Translation: 1205 

If you say, it is not different, then, that too is to be accepted as 
inferential. 

Text: 1206 

3T&r cilfdRdu; *r f^j cTT? 

atha vyatiriktah; sa him krtakatvena utpadyate, jnapyate vat 

Translation: 1206 

If you say, it is different, then, the question arises whether it is 
produced because it is non-eternal, or, is it made known? 

Text: 1207 

cKT R ?|6dVMId4^HHd,hH^hJ 

yadi utpadyate; tada na sabdotpadakahetunamanumanatvam. 

Translation: 1207 

If you say, it is produced, then, the grounds which produce sound 
need not be inferential. 

Text: 1208 

fTRTcf; cfd ^Tlcf) I R dldlAddSM:, fTRTT^faded IdJ 

atha jnapyate; tena sakarh sambandho ’ bhidheyah. na tadatmya- 
laksanah, jhapyad bhinnatvat. 

Translation: 1208 

And if you say, it is made known, then, you should state 
the relationship with that. That relationship cannot be identity 
because, it is different from that which makes it known. 

Text: 1209 

3T2T dddjfdciSiW: 'dl u dd 1 MMd XJcT - cqcf^uftcqiU^ 

oi|c|^K:? 
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atha tadutpattilaksanah; sopyanupapanna eva - kirn vyavaharenotpa- 
dyate ghatah, ghatena votpadyate vyavaharah? 

Translation: 1209 

If you say, the relationship is of the nature of cause-and-effect, that 
too is not proper because, there also the question arises, is it the 
case that a pot is produced by mere linguistic reference to it, or, 
the linguistic reference is produced by pot? 

Text: 1210 

q?n^ci|cj^u| Hjch; 3 TT^t tlchH-dl 

na tavad vyavaharena utpadyate ghatah; adau ghatasatta tadanu 
vyavaharah. 

Translation: 1210 

It cannot be the case that a pot is produced by mere linguistic 
reference, because, the first the pot should have existence and 
thereafter it can be referred to by language. 

Text: 1211 

3T2T ci|c|gK: ; ^ Td'HIclld.hHdJ cfEET 

atha ghatenotpadyate vyavaharah; tada karananumanam, na 
svahhavanumanam. tacca svayameva paryudastam. 

Translation: 1211 

If you say, the linguistic behavior is produced by pot, then, it should 
infer its cause and one need not infer its nature and that has been 
refuted by you, yourself. 

0.11 ^ff^raiaifLlRWHIUAl'KJ pRRT: 

[sadvidharthapattipramanyasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the Authenticity of six types of Presumptions) 

Text: 1212 

fcf> gq: 3T&rfMW^: 1WR? efjST dT TTFTTWf? 
m (Mxl'kllclcf -WfciMfxl: I 

RS1T, 31 filoLjRhyIdMRi: I 3PT1R- 

3Tarfqj^: - tjfkfcic^RxT: *1#^% - dfe'hfcWfcl- 

rfr\: I clan, 3nwjfcichl 3TSrfqj^: - 
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PkddWRmRi: I cTSTT 3TStfqtri^f)T 3T&rfqfcr: - ST^sfa^^fHcddWfdMfri: I 

?ran, WTFfjJcfcPT 3TSJW: - WlfWIT^UlFH? ^ffWT- 

^$A||c|[^&*| nRlMfx1^MbHlclfMU^|cj[^^ cfl dTh ftepj cfT^fe- 

3Taffq^TT W ^ tTWISUfafcr: I 

evamarthapatyddmamapyapramanyam. kirn punah arthapattyadeh 
svarupam? katharh va pramanyam? tatra darsanarthapattestavat 
svaruparh vyutpadyate - rupadarsananyathanupapatya caksuh- prati- 
pattih. tatha, anumanapurvikaanumanadagnitvapratipattyanyatha- 
nupapatyd agnivyaktiprati- pattih. abhavapurvika arthapattih - jwati 
devadattah gehe nasti - gehabhavanyathanupapatya bahirbhdvaprati- 
pattih. tatha, agamapurvika arthapattih - sabdarthapratipatyanya- 
thanupapatyd sabdarthasambandhanityatapratipattih. tatha artha- 
pattipurvika arthapattih - sabdarthasambandhanityatapratipattih. 
tatha, upamanapurvika arthapattih - gavayapindagrahanantararh 
gehavasthitagopin.de gogavayasadrsyavacchinne pratipattirupama- 
nat pindavacchinne va sadrsye, tasya pindasya vahadohaprasava- 
samarthyam arthdpatya pratyeti. esd sat prakara ’rthapattih. 

Translation: 1212 

In the same way, there is no authenticity of the processes of 
knowing viz. presumption and the like. What is the nature of 
presumption? How can it be called a valid means of knowing? 
There the nature of presumption called darsanarthapatti - Since 
without eyes perception of color is not possible, therefore, one has to 
presume eyes. Similarly, some presumption is preceded by inference, 
for instance, since without fire, it is not possible to know fire through 
inference and therefore, one has to presume the fire in the visual. 
There can be a presumption preceded by absence, for instance, if 
it is a case that Devadatta is alive and he is not found at home. 
Without his existence outside the house, since his absence in the 
house cannot be justified and therefore, there is presumption of 
his existence outside. Similarly, there will be presumption preceded 
by a sentence. Unless it is presumed that the relationship between 
word and meaning is eternal, the knowledge from the meaning from 
the word cannot be explained and therefore, there is a presumption 
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that the relation between the word and its meaning is eternal. In 
the same way, there will be presumption preceded by presumption. 
As in the case of presumption of eternity of relationship between 
word and meaning, in the same way, there is presumption preceded 
by analogy. For instance, after the knowledge of a goyal individual, 
there arises the knowledge of similarity of the goyal in the cow 
individual, existing at home and this happens because of analogy, 
or, one comes to know by presumption the capacity of carrying, or, 
milking, or, giving birth to calf in the similarity qualified by the 
individual. These are, thus, six types of presumptions. 

Text: 1213 

fgwi ^RR4 udkcTl dd^rbdj 

Mdcil TWFcRuT PwdebKUi- 

yRlMfri: frr?||-c||R^cAirelief ^ ddddRl:, 

3Fblcfl dT 3TaifMrdd,M MRl: I 

iyarh canupapanna. yaduktam- ‘rupadarsananyathanupapatya caksu- 
rindriyam pratiyate tadayuktam. caksurindriyanvayavyatirekasa- 
mbandhavadharanamantarena anyakaranapariharena niyatakarana- 
pratipattih arthapatya ’nupapannacaksuradikaranasya pisacaditulya- 
tvat na tadavagatih, avagatau va arthapatyanupapattih. 

Translation: 1213 

This is not proper. You said eyes are known because without eyes 
the perception of color cannot be explained. This is not proper, 
because, instead of ascertaining the relationship by the method 
of positive and negative concomitance with the sense organ viz. 
the eyes, it is not proper to ascertain the invariable cause through 
presumption by excluding other causes. The instrument viz. the 
sense organs of eyes is similar to ghost and hence, that cannot be 
known and if it is known, the presumption becomes futile. 

Text: 1214 

- '3F^afrwi?r' ffcfl 3F cFSd^TT? 3TSFTT 'bmRsIHRci 

cf5wj^i#rf?r m-. wfcn^arrf^cjcfi ^ 
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yadapyuktam- ‘anyathopapadyate’ iti. atra ka’numa? athava rupadi- 
jhanasyaiva dharmitvarh karanapurvakamiti sadhyo dharmah karya- 
tvat rathadivat. evarh sarvarthapattivisayatvena prayogavyutpada- 
narh karyam. pratyaksapurvakatvacca arthapatteh tadabhave tada- 
bhavat. 

Translation: 1214 

You have said, “without that something cannot be explained.” What 
is the inference here? Or, the knowledge of color etc. itself is treated 
as the locus; what is to be inferred is the property “which is preceded 
by an instrument”; because, it is an effect; like a chariot etc. In this 
way, you should explain the form of inference in the case of all 
presumptions. Since a presumption is preceded by perception and 
since there is no perception accepted as a valid means of knowing 
there is nothing called presumption. 

0.12 vlMhHWHIUiN-il pRRT:| 

[upamdnapramanyasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the Validity of Analogy) 

Text: 1215 

nan, wrmft wwffi w- 

ijtesIH ddHhHLbdhJ hT hfdsIH cT^T 

cfPJFWFTTcfl 

tatha, upamanamapi sambhavati kananagatagavayapindadarsanana- 
ntararh gehdvasthitagopin.de gavayasadrsyavacchedena yadvijhanarh 
tadupamanaphalam. gopinddvacchinne sadrsye va yadvijhanarh 
tadva upamanaphalarh gavayapindajhanamutpadanam. tadetada- 
yuktam, pratyaksamulamupamanam, tadapagame tasyapyapagamat. 
Translation: 1215 

In the same way, analogy is also not possible as a valid means of 
knowing. After seeing the animal called goyal, in the forest you 
see similarity of the goyal in the cow individual at home. This 
knowledge is the result of the process of analogy, or, the knowledge 
of similarity qualified by the cow individual may the result of 
analogy, it produces the knowledge of the individual called goyal, 
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but this is not proper, because, analogy is preceded by perception, 
and when perception is refuted the analogy is also refuted. 

Text: 1216 

3T&r ^ HIcHldH. WTFll^FF^? fW{ 

3fWTHT #r-2|PfC[, fcf> cp R^|U||^cji|c|| cfT, NHHkd ^IT, 3TST 

atha kimidarh gogavayasadrsyarh yad gopindagrahanakale ndva- 
gatam upamanadavagamyate? him avayavanarh sarhsthanam, him 
vd visanadyavayava vd, samanyarh vd, atha dharmantaraml 

Translation: 1216 

Well, what is this similarity between the cow and goyal? Is it that 
which is not known at the time of knowing the cow individual but 
known by analogy? Does it mean the structure of parts, or, the 
parts such as horns etc., or, a universal, or, any other property? 

Text: 1217 

3TWTTdT m-VH ddHclf^cRRimFl WT, R 3T? 

tadyadi avayavanarh. sarhsthanam sadrsyam; tadupalabdhilaksana- 
praptarh vd, na va! 

Translation: 1217 

If you hold that, the structure of parts is similarity, there also one 
may ask, whether it is verified by knowledge, or, not? 

Text: 1218 

3iwt crfil SUdd^d ^ 

tadyadi upalabdhilaksanaprdptam; avagatarh tarhi. avagatapurvarh 
yad bhavati gavayapindadarsananantararh tat smaranannatiricyate. 

Translation: 1218 

If you say, it is verified by knowledge, then, you have already known 
it and whatever is already known, after the knowledge of the goyal 
individual it will not be different from mere remembrance. 

Text: 1219 

3T&T 3qcrfg§creiuwiHHft ; cf^T cbRT dTfWTI ddil^ 

Ru^HIdil^ul ^ iRrfn ’RflRT*lt: 3RlR ^?ff' ffcT, ^ 

^?T:' ffcll 
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atha upalabdhilaksanapraptamapi nopalabhyate; tada gavayapinde ’pi 
tasya grahanarh nasti. tadagrahane pindamatragrahane sati bhavati 
‘madiya gauh anena sadrsi’ iti, tadasva(sva)visayamapi syat 
‘madiyo ’nena sadrsah ’ iti. 

Translation: 1219 

If you say that, even if it is verified by knowledge, it is not known, 
then, it cannot be known even in the goyal individual, and if that is 
not known, by knowing mere individual, if you say, there arises the 
knowledge “my cow is similar to this goyal”. If it is so, then, this 
can be also said to be knowledge of horse, “my horse is similar to 
this.” 

Text: 1220 

3T&T crff cwRldfa JTWf, cT?T?er 

3T§cfr cn ^T:‘ Wc[I 

atha anupalabdhilaksanapraptam; tarhi tasya kvacidapi grahanam, 
tatasca mahisyadidarsane’pi ‘madiya gauranena sadrsi, asvo va 
madiyo’nena sadrsah’ ityii,[pa]plavah syat. 

Translation: 1220 

If you say, it is not verified by knowledge, then, hardly it can be 
known and in that case, after seeing buffalo etc. one will say, “my 
cow is similar to this”, or, “my horse is similar to this” leading into 
confusion. 

Text: 1221 

3T&T fcf^MTUWTT: ; cl ^ 3TcfW ^3 ^xlWTef 

%TFf d^^Rl'hMdHRlMdRlI 

atha visanadyavayavah sadrsyasabdavacyah; te ca avagata eva tesu 
yadbhavati uttarakalarh vijhanarh tat smrtirupatamatipatati. 

Translation: 1221 

If you say, the parts viz. horns etc. are the meaning of the word 
similarity, then, they are also known and at a later time, when 
one will come to know them, then, that will not be different from 
remembrance. 
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Text: 1222 

3FT FlFFFFTFFF ^^l^c||-0|^; F^FTF^TW^, FFT F F FFFFfd m FFtF 
FU^fcd^l FFd; 'TFT, fFT d^Md®er§MFITt FT - ^1 ckbcdFJ 

atha gogavayasamanyarh sadrsyasabdavacyam; taccanupapannam, 
yatha ca na sambhavati tatha prageva aveditam. bhavatu ndma, 
kirn tadupalabdhilaksanapraptarh va - purvavadvibhajya dusanarh 
vaktavyam. 

Translation: 1222 

If you say, universal such as cowness, or, goyalness is the meaning 
of the word similarity, that will not be proper. Why it will not be 
proper, has already been explained before, or, let it be as you want. 
Even then, you should. Answer the objections as raised above viz. 
whether “that is verified by knowledge, or, not”. 

Text: 1223 

3T&T FFkFFf; FFfF 3idlR4 FT? 

atha dharmantaram; tadapi aindriyakam, atindriyarh val 

Translation: 1223 

If you say, similarity is some kind of other property, there also one 
may ask whether that property can be known by senses, or, is it 
beyond the range of senses. 

Text: 1224 

cFTfF QRdcjidj FFT cTFF ^4kcFk FffF FrTWTFTFTf4 FTf FFF ftsTFT F dTf 
'WUMcbKdi MRdvdfdl 

tadyadi aindriyakam; tada tasya purvopalambhe sati uttarakalabhavi 
yat tasya vijhanarh na tat smaranakaratarh parityajati. 

Translation: 1224 

If you say, it can be known by senses, then, when it will be known 
before, its knowledge through analogy later, will not be different 
from remembrance. 

Text: 1225 

3FT d^d'®eT5T0T[F]nTHF;; F c# dFF cpR'dR HWf.1 dFilb'uj F FFFF5FT 
Ffd 'F^FT Fk^TF Ffdt'cillRsIlR FFFcT F%F.I FF^ FT FFF(FT)F3T'^sft' 
FFTdJ 
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atha tadupalabdhilaksana[ma]prdptavn; na tarhi tasya kvacidapi 
grahanam. tadagrahane na gavayadarsane sati ‘madiya gauranena 
sadrsi’tyadijnanena sakyate bhavitum. bhavane va gavaya(ya)darsa- 
ne ’pi syat. 

Translation: 1225 

If you say, it is not verified by knowledge, then, it cannot be known 
at all and once it is not known, there cannot arise the knowledge 
after seeing the goyal “my cow is similar to this” and if you say 
that, there will arise such knowledge, then, such knowledge can 
arise without seeing the goyal. 

[°i. ^TTfteFfTcbPT 

[1. naiyayikasammatasya upamanasvarupasya khandanam.] 

Text: 1226 

^3RT&TT3TTFT 

WTHW^I” PTFld c|^x|^x|HK- 

WTTbrpTtwTffcn 

cfxFf, HlMhH 

anye tu anyatha upamanarh vyacaksate vipascitah - “gogavayasa- 
drsyarh svajndnavisistamupamanam. sarhjndsarhjnisambandhapra- 
tipattih upamanaphalam.” etaccd’sarnicmarn. prageva vanecaravaca- 
nadavagatarh gosadrso gavaya iti. ko’rthah? gosadrsasya gavaya 
iti nama. evarh ca sarvameva sarhjndsarhjnisambandhdvadhdranarh 
krtam, nopamanarh kalpaniyam. 

Translation: 1226 

Other scholars (i.e. Naiyayikas)-explain analogy in a different way. 
“The similarity between a cow and a goyal qualified by its own 
knowledge, is the process of analogy and the result of this process, 
is the knowledge of the relationship of word and its meaning.” This 
is not proper. This has been known before from the statement of 
the forester viz. “goyal is similar to cow.” What does it mean? You 
will say, that which possesses similarity with the cow, is known 
by the name goyal. If it is so then, the relationship between word 
and its meaning is fully decided and therefore, there is no need of 
postulating another process of knowing called analogy. 
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Text: 1227 

3T&T xHJ-kHcMIiH crfr Wf %IcT ^TsTT *T %JcN ddWlH 

MlW^d? 

atha sarhplavanyayena kalpyate; bhavatu, tathapi sarhjni vidyate 
samjnd tu na vidyate. kvopamanam parikalpyetal 

Translation: 1227 

If you say, it is postulated on the basis of the maxim called 
samplavanyaya, let it be so, still the meaning, or, referent is there, 
but the word is not there and so where is the necessity of postulating 
analogy? 

[?. 'HsIWfa^RR^cMdsiAI'W PRRT:|] 

[2. sarhjndpratipattivisayakamatadvayasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1228 

t# cRt% - wi n^rfcn” wraJiel 3Hd- 

eke vadanti - “svayamuccarya samjnd pratyeti.” tadayuktam, sarh- 
jnakale sadrsyajnanasya anavasthiteh. 

Translation: 1228 

Some scholars say, “after uttering by himself one comes to know the 
name of the object.” This is not proper, because, at the time of the 
word, the knowledge of similarity does not exist. 

Text: 1229 

3F^r g - “fP^-2uftdT ^TsTT I’cHHdRil dddybhj 

fdWSTdT d cFd?f - 'd dfxTFTT^T dT' ^dlRdl dFld WnfePfl 

anye tu - “buddhyupasthapita sarhjna pratyeti” evamamananti. tada¬ 
yuktam. avidyamanasya visayarthata na labhyate - ‘na sattamatrena 
janakatvena va’ ityadina prageva upapaditam. 

Translation: 1229 

Still others hold that, “one comes to know the name presented by 
ones intellect.” That is also not correct, because, that which does not 
exist cannot be the object of knowledge. We have already discussed 
before “nor by mere existence, nor by the role of producing its 
knowledge, can its existence be accepted.” 
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Text: 1230 

XT ?T?^ST ‘H^guRtxTR: R-duVmddK^d 

WTHcTT, d^|oi|f%ix||Rd d' ?m(^)fcT5THftfrf i^dl^RdhJ 

pratyaksapurvakarh ca upamanamudgiyate. tadabhave tatkatharh 
bhavedavyabhicarah yena vijnanotpadakatvena upamanatd, tacca- 
vyabhicaritvarh na sakyam(kya)vijndnamiU purvamevaveditam. 

Translation: 1230 

Analogy is said to be preceded by perception and when perception 
is itself not there, how will it not lead to lack of inconsistency, 
because of which there will be production of knowledge and thereby 
the need for postulating an analogy. The fact that such absence of 
inconsistency cannot be known has already been discussed before. 

0.13 3THIcWHIUhW PRRT:| 

[abhdvapramanasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the Pramana called Absence) 

Text: 1231 

3 3T‘Hl c ll'!sd Wm 'H^d^ebWHIUN^eboiii^Ri^Lj cijl^Fd 3THIc|RqAHU 
dR)hc| J ldhdcj J ld cn? 

apare tu abhdvakhyam pramanarh sadupalambhakapramdnapancaka- 
vydvrttiruparh vyaharanti abhavavisayam. tatkimavagatamanavaga- 
tarh va? 

Translation: 1231 

Other thinkers (the Bhatta MTmamsakas) talk of an independent 
process of knowing called absence which is distinct from all the 
processes of knowing which reveal positive entities in order to reveal 
a negative entity. There one may ask, does it cause knowledge after 
it is known, or, without being known? 

Text: 1232 

3TWFR ^VnTIdR - fefj RFRZTT^n dT, ^TT? 

yadi avagatam; tatkenavagatam - kirn meyavyavrtya, mdnavydvrtyd 
va, sadupalambhakena va? 
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Translation: 1232 

If you say, it is known, then, one would like to know, how is it 
known? Is it known by excluding object of knowledge, or, is it known 
excluding knowledge, or, is it known by that which reveals positive 
entity? 

Text: 1233 

ddfd cT^TfcT: 3T&T ’TH^TT^TT, ddi 

^rlWR^I 

tadyadi meyavyavrtya; tadgatih, katham? atha manavyavrtyd; tada 
itaretarasrayatvam duruttaramapadyate. 

Translation: 1233 

If it is known by excluding object of knowledge, then, how can it 
be called knowledge? And if you say it is known by excluding the 
knowledge, then, it will result into mutual dependency which cannot 
be answered satisfactorily. 

Text: 1234 

3T&T FRTdcZTTcfWf 31ddTd?f; sIlftcM ddfd? d d 

W fTRTT 3FdT sllfteW ddfd 
3lfdFTdidTTWl^-dTfd sllftcW ITTdT ^dlRdll 

atha samanavydvrttya avadharyate; saiva jndtumarabdha - katham 
jnapika bhavati? na ca eka jnapyd any a jnapika bhavati sadupa- 
lambhakapramdnamdtrapagamasya jnapakatvenestatvad anistha- 
dosaprasangacca-sapi jnapika katham jnata ityadina. 

Translation: 1234 

If you say that, it is decided by excluding the common ones, then, 
in fact that is what we have started to know, then, how can it 
cause the knowledge? It is not the case that, one is known and 
the other causes the knowledge. When no verifying knowledge of a 
positive entity is desired to be the producer of knowledge and when 
it does not lead to a contingency which is not desired and which 
does not contribute to any defect, how that which is the producer 
of knowledge be the object of knowledge? 
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Text: 1235 

3T&T 31W^; c# 3T'>4FTTCFT UHm% ^RTT'HM|c|J|^ 5 fq- 

?T^T5^I 

atha sadupalambhakena avagamyate; hiyate tarhi abhavakhyarh 
pramanam, meyabhavavagame’pi tadeva’stu. 

Translation: 1235 

If you say, it is known by the verifying knowledge of existence of 
positive entity, then, the process of knowing called absence should 
be dropped and even in the case of knowing the absence of object 
of knowledge, the same process of knowing the positive entity be 
accepted. 

Text: 1236 

3T&T SHcHId^cl ifzniTT^SdTFr ef^lfcT; ^c|sJtR±I ^?TFc^ 

vjTTcT ^c|<Tl^d^ebWHIUN«|ebci||^Tfl ^ ^ *rafcT 

n^RFfPTTf^ri 

atha anavagatameva meyabhave’nugamarh karoti; yadyevarh deva- 
dattasya desantare vind.se jate devadattopalambhakapramanapahca- 
kavyavrttau devadattabhavaniscayah syat, na tu bhavati prabhu- 
samanasyapi. 

Translation: 1236 

If you say that, even without being known, the process of knowing 
called absence will cause the knowledge of absence of object, then, 
when Devadatta has died at another place, then, there will be 
determination of the absence of Devadatta only after the application 
of the five processes of knowing Devadatta, such as perception etc. 
Even that process of knowing which is like the monster cannot cause 
such determination. 

Text: 1237 

3T&T ^fcT *T Wlft; d^lbd, ddkd^drcllcfd^: I 

atha vastubhutanimittantaravaikalye sati na bhavati; tadevastu 
tannantanyatvat tadgateh. 
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Translation: 123 7 

If you say that, in the absence of another real factor, such 
confirmation does not arise. Then, let that alone be accepted 
because, without that, such knowledge is not possible. 

Text: 1238 

rr P^fH|U|i||£Jdi hRlMIddFd I fwrf^T- 

RPTcRIW: ^TTI 

abhavasya ca pratyaksapramanagrahyatarh pratipadayanti naiya- 
yikah. sambandhasca visayavisayibhdvalaksanah visesanavisesya- 
bhavalaksano vd. 

Translation: 1238 

The Indian logicians explain that, absence can be known by 
perception. The relation is accepted of the form of “container- 
and-content”, or, of the nature of “qualifier-and-qualificand”. 

0.14 

[sarhbhavaitihyapramdnayornirdsah.] 

(Refutation of the Pramanas called Inclusion and Popular Belief) 
Text: 1239 

^ hRmfcRd,- 

RFTfill 

sambhavasya anumane ’ntaribhdvasambandhaikanimittamardane(?) 
sati arthantare pratipattiranumanam. 

Translation: 1239 

The process of knowing (as accepted by the Pauranikas) called 
Sambhava is to be included in inference. It follows the process of 
inference where knowledge of one leads to the knowledge of another. 

Text: 1240 

Qfiarw 3Fcrqfcr:i ^ mm r ^nfcr, dif^r 

aitihyasya cagame antarbhavah. tasya ca pramanyarh na sambha- 
vati, ndnumanantargatasya napi svatantrasya. 
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Translation: 1240 

The process of knowing (as accepted by the Pauranikas) called 
Aitihya is included in sabdapramana. That cannot be a valid source 
of knowledge. Neither as a constituent part of an inference nor 
independently. 

0.15 5l«JWH|UAhW pRTTf: I 

[sabdapramanyasya nirasah.] 

(Refutation of the Validity of Verbal Testimony) 

[°i. clMch^H >Ml4>4di hd^deURl] 

[1. vacakatvena sabdapramanyarh svikurvatarh matasyodvalanam.] 

Text: 1241 

TdfFT - “c||x|ch^H hH|Ui|R|” cRVRFMvT, $Ts^T2Fft(zrt:) 

yF^ilcilfc^cMctJ F dlcj-dldk^eiOT:, rRT^TcfjR^Tcfl dlfd 
3 TStfcnzrfrr SIsdlddd^RTRI 

eke vadanti - “vacakatvena gosabdasya pramanyam.” taccasamici- 
nam, sabdarthago(yoh) sambandhavyatirekat. na tavattaddtmyala- 
ksanah, tayorakarabhedat. napi tadutpattilaksanah; arthapayepi 
sabdodayadarsanat. 

Translation: 1241 

Some scholars hold the following view: - 

“The word cow is dependable because, it expresses its meaning”. 
But this is not proper, because, there is no relationship between 
word and its meaning. Such relation cannot be of the nature 
of identity because, the form of word and form of meaning are 
different. Nor such a relation can be of the nature of cause and 
effect, because, even if the meaning, or, referent is destroyed, there 
is application of word to refer to that. 

Text: 1242 

dTfd 'HHfdcb: §TsTTsWr: dF^RT:; 31^81 Id 

FTS^FFciTcfl F F 3T8fafcWReM^ 3MT-STH fdFkll FdTstaT- 

Zfcfj;(cp)?T^rF F^cftSddcT:, FFRIRIRI *T F VVFTRFd- 

TTFTWFTd( ?) FTWR 3H fcIM^HR IcpI 
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napi samayikah sabdarthayoh sambandhah; sabdarthavyaktmamana- 
ntyad abhinnaikanimittasya ca’sarhbhavat. na ca sahketitasabdasya 
arthapratipattikale avasthanarh vidyate. nacarthapratyayakah(ka)- 
sabdasya sahketo ’vagatah, samayakaranakale tadabhavat. na ca 
svakaryasambandhamantarena purvasabdasambandharh svasaru- 
pyad(?) vacakam atiprasahgat. 

Translation: 1242 

Nor can there be the relation between word and its meaning called 
“conventional” because, there are endless number of words and 
endless number of meanings and there is no single identical ground. 
It is also not the case that the expressive word continues to exist 
at the time of the knowledge of its meaning. It is also not the 
case that convention, or, primary relationship of a word which 
expresses a meaning is known, because, at the time of expressing 
the relationship, it is not there. It is not the case that, without the 
relationship with its own effect the relation with the earlier word 
becomes expressive of the meaning on account of similarity because, 
it will lead to unwanted consequences. 

Text: 1243 

qrfq^(^)*rrfqc5: PRT5NT ^TTfr 31d,bFfd I 

napi sva(sva)bhavikah sabdarthayoh, sambandhah; tadgatyabhavat na 
pratyaksena napi anumanena. 

Translation: 1243 

It is also not true to say that, there is a natural relationship between 
word and its meaning, because, its knowledge is not possible, either 
by perception, or, by inference. 

Text: 1244 

3Tsrfq^rT5d,hld^ ; ft srarfafri:, 

d>!-i|M(dRTT 3FZT)*fFT: I *T ^TT 3id,HHId M 3TSffafcr: I d 

§]s^TSfcfr: ^RTf -qcrft: I ddd,hHhlbdl d PlciWH'WT 

atha arthapatya’numiyate; sapyanupapanna, pratyaksadipurvika 
hi arthapattih, pratyaksadyabhave tasyapya(tasya apyajbhavah. 
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na sa anumanad bhidyate arthapattih. na ca anumanagrahyah 
sabdarthayoh sambandho bhavadbhih pratipadyate. naca tadanu- 
manamasti. na ca nityasambandhasya vijnanagamaka(Onajanaka)- 
tvamihopapadyate uktanyayat. 

Translation: 1244 

If you say, it can be inferred by the process called presumption, 
it will not be correct, because, a presumption is preceded by 
perception and when perception is not there as reality, there will be 
nothing called presumption. Moreover, what is called presumption 
is not different from inference. Moreover, the relationship between 
word and meaning is not accepted by you as something which can 
be known by inference. There is no inference also to that effect. 
It is also not possible to hold that there is eternal relationship 
between word and meaning which can cause the knowledge of verbal 
understanding on the same ground. 

Text: 1245 

^1 W TTf^T qdTdT c||x|chd d ddd?f| d d^4«h- 

c||cKhWlft c||x|chd d cFdcTl 

evarh ca sati sambandhamantarena padanarh vacakatvam, na yujyate. 
tadavacakatve ca tatpurvakavakyasyapi vacakatvam na labhyate. 

Translation: 1245 

When such is the situation, without the relationship it is not proper 
to say that, words expresses meanings and when words do not 
express meanings, it is obvious that the sentence also cannot express 
meaning, because, to express meaning a sentence has to be preceded 
by expressive words. 

Text: 1246 

3?ar efjst d ef^dcT? 

atha katharh na labhyate! 

Translation: 1246 
Objection: 

How do you say that, words and sentences do not express any 
meaning? 
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Text: 124 7 

ft cjTRi c|M4k^H %JrTl ddUfbkl c||cKhKllft 
cfTcfcfKcT q 'M^Wcl I tjcf xnsc||r|efj^ c|qc]Jcf^HT cf)2| FFTWf? 

prasiddhapadapadarthasambandhapurvakarh hi vakyarh vacakatvena 
giyate.tadaprasiddhau vdkyasyapi vacakatvarh na sahgacchate. evarh 
ca ’vacakatve vedavakyanarh katharh pramanyam ? 

Translation: 1247 
Reply: 

A sentence is said to express its meaning if it is preceded by 
the knowledge of relationship between word and meaning. When 
that itself is not known, it cannot be held that sentence expresses 
meaning. Thus, when sentence does not express meaning, how can 
the sentences of the Vedas be taken as authoritative? 

Text: 1248 

3TST c||x|eh<^lHl^rii|cl; 7TTT bMfHI^U|j 

TTfvr ^TSWfdMfri: Wcfl ta, 3i^f^T mm efjSf tfTTT? 

atha aprasiddhapadapadarthapurvakamapi vakyarh vacakatvenod- 
giyate; tada sarvapramatfnarh vedopalambhe sati vedarthaprati- 
pattih syat. kihca, adrstavisaye vedavakyanarh pramanyam katharh 
vetsi ? 

Translation: 1248 

If you say that, even if the knowledge of relationship between 
word and its meaning is not known, a sentence can be said to be 
expressive of meaning, then, after all knowers acquire the knowledge 
of the Veda there will be the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda. 
Moreover, how are you going to know that Vedic sentences are 
authoritative with regard to an object which is beyond the range of 
sense organ? 

Text: 1249 

M.; 3TSicj^cjcj|cj'iH q ^r(3TVqT^TRR 
"JTTdM: kr|c|M^, 3Tfefl fMMRj: qqt” 

^dlRdll 
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vedaikadesatvena iti cet; na, arthavadevavakyena na vya(artha- 
vadavakyena vyajbhicarat - “gravanah plavante adityo vaisnava iti 
catuhsastivarnanalodya prajapatih papau ” ityadind. 

Translation: 1249 

If you say, because they are part of the Veda, it will not be proper, 
because, it will not be consistent with the narrative sentences such 
as “the stones are floating, the Sun is Vaishnava, and therefore, the 
Creator protected after having considered sixty-four letters.” 

[2. aptoktatvena sabdarh pramanikurvatarh matasya nirasah.] 

Text: 1250 

3F^r g 3T1HT: ^TTSTT^cTSHfar: I 

df^dlR'H'clItJcb^l cfTcRT *T 

anye tu aptoktatvena pramanyamusanti. aptah saksatkrtadhar- 
manah. tairyaduktarh samamaptam tatkilavisamvadakam. “ksina- 
doso ’nrtarh vakyarh na bruyad hetvasambhavat. ” 

Translation: 1250 

Other philosophers think that, a sentence is authoritative when it 
is uttered by a reliable person. Reliable persons are those who have 
realized the reality. Whatever they have said does not betray the 
fact “a person who has no defect should not tell a lie because there 
is no reason to do that.” 

Text: 1251 

3TTFR^T 3RJRTT5tT^T§i?RrT ddld-ddldl I ^ 

3b|RFr R ?bFb 3Wh|Ukc|ldJ 

tadetadayuktam, aptasya atyanta’pratyaksataya tadayattataya 
anadhigateh. vitaragajnapakarh ca anumanarh na vidyate tasya 
apramanatvdt. 

Translation: 1251 

All this is not proper, because, that is absolutely not visible and so a 
reliable person cannot grasp the range of that. There is no inference 
to reveal that the person is devoid of attachment etc. because, an 
inference is not a valid source of knowledge. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


429 


Text: 1252 

cfj 3TTHWW[; HhM f^TFTTcT^? hH|Ui|(^), f%FT- 

vjH^H cfT? 

bhavatu va aptoktatvam; pramanye kimayatam? kirn sattamatrena 
prdmdnya(m), vijnanajanakatvena va? 

Translation: 1252 

Or, if you so wish, let the Vedic sentences be accepted as uttered 
by reliable person. But what is obtained when they are treated 
as authoritative? Are those Vedic sentences authoritative by their 
mere existence, or, through generating knowledge? 

Text: 1253 

dddybhj WHIuqidhlldJ 

yadi sattamatrena; tadayuktam; akarakasya pramanydyogat. 

Translation: 1253 

If you say, by mere existence, it will not be proper. If something 
is not involved in function i.e. if it is not an instrumental case, it 
cannot be said to be the process of knowing. 

Text: 1254 

3TST WHIUiPb cfT? 

atha vijnanajanakatvena pramanyam; tatkim ekalasya, sahakari- 
karanopacaritasya va! 

Translation: 1254 

If you say, they are authoritative through generating knowledge, 
then, we would like to know whether they themselves alone, or, 
through association of auxiliary cause, they are authoritative. 

Text: 1255 

iichd'W; dddybdj I 

tadyadi ekalasya; tadayuktam; svayamanabhyupagamat, kramayau- 
gapadyasambhavacca. 

Translation: 1255 

If you say, they themselves, then, it will not be proper, because, you 
yourself have not accepted such a position and also because nothing 
like sequence, or, simultaneity will be possible. 
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Text: 1256 

3?ar >H^cblRcb(cf)T)'iU|'lM-c|R^H vjRT^; ^ 1 cRI 

?T^t^T fTFTvjHilRl 3TTFt^l RRifcN W 3T^HcfcfFsfeRFWf^ 

HIU|c|cb pr^rarr ^mg^n^rfcf - Hc|cbHdcb)s*i biuicjch: 5%; STTHT 

^ 3TWFT:^ft'JTrf^TT PlftxH H4cdh^Idyb4>MelhHf%T cTSfT 

WdKUi^Ezn Hdrdh*bdl^hcbMdhM-?ft HIU|c|ch ^dldd^f^^ 

MfdMxll 3Tf^Hc|chHd'HHRN'PR^Tf^T, cT&TT ^ddlcRIHHfd 3R^dRPTf^T^T 
Rq^diarfeft^VMK^cj^MM^^l cTSJT, ^Mdld^dlRcjo(n)T)nnT:§fr‘Rf^RT dT 
PfPr#ri 

atha sahakdrika(kd)ranopacaritena janyate; yadyevarh tada saha- 
karikdranarh dustamapyabhyeti, tadanurodhena viparitamapi 
jhanarh janayati aptoktatve satyapi. yatha abhinavakambala- 
sambandhinarh manavakarh drstva pravakta vakyamuccarayati - 
navakambalako ’yam manavakah iti; srota tu adharmamanahkso- 
bhadina nimittena navatvasamkhydyuktakambalasambandhmarh 
pratipadyate. tatha prataranabuddhya navatvasarhkhydyuktakamba- 
lasambandhi manavaka ityukte avadatakarmanurodhena prati- 
patta abhinavakambalasambandhinarh pratyeti, tatha vedavdkyana- 
mapi avadatetarakarmanuvedhena viparitarthavabodhotpadakatva- 
mupapadyate. tatha, bhutopaghdtacetovika(ka)ramanahksobhadind 
va nimittena. 

Translation: 1256 

If you say, authoritativeness is produced in association with the 
auxiliary cause, then, it is possible that the auxiliary cause is faulty 
and accordingly a Vedic sentence may generate false cognition also 
in spite of the fact that it is uttered by a reliable person. As after 
seeing a boy associated with a new blanket, the speaker says “this 
boy has new blanket” but the listener of that sentence understands 
that the boy has got association with nine blankets because of the 
ground such as lack of righteousness and disturbance of mind etc. 
Similarly, when someone utters that this boy is associated with 
nine blankets, in order to abuse him the listener of the sentence 
understands the same boy having association with new blanket, in 
accordance with the good work performed by that boy (the word 
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’nava’ in Sanskrit can be understood in two senses, (1) nine and (2) 
new). In the same way, it is possible to demonstrate that the Vedic 
sentences also can generate false cognition in accordance with works 
other than good deeds. Similarly, such situation can arise because 
of some other ground such as change in the mental state due to 
physical factor, hesitation of mind and the like. 

[?. dwI^iRd telUHIud 

[3. apauruseyatvena vedasya pramanyarh svikurvatarh matasya 
vyudasah.] 

Text: 1257 

3lR g 4>dfdddld,'dlRu|') ddR - Rdd 

gw ft ddlRMd^ddl MdgMMIddFd, d d 

d^ddf-Rdt R: 3N^4h|U|cb4[c?)]?dT?I oifidlRcidJ RRRsdR WH 

Rd oi|L|j|di ddfRi 4 ft f4?jTgwrg^fcR: ddd(d)d4 diddciRi^dj ^iwt 

d>ddfH|UHI?l^cRl4 R: I 

Rd: dfR d dRtfd dM4g gdR I 

R difR d= 11 wfw 

dlddldfddl gfe: 5FdW 4)qc|f^:1 
dddRRdlddricf fd^rn'lchl^gfedcfll 

dd dlddl^Pld f%FT dfRdg, ftfbdcf ^RTddRldgdnddldddTcf I 

dR ¥Fd ^IKd^ldlcl^lUlHIdrcllcfl dc[ ^?TFdddt dTWf dd) fdW, d^d 
d#dfdR dFgWdf, ddciFdP d WTdT ddT 3ddbR dfWfdWlfwlddTfd, 
dR dFd dan, dbHIdRddgi 

anye tu kumatimatanusarino vadanti - vedasya pramanyamanya- 
tha-apauruseyatvena. purusa hi ragadiviparitacetaso viparitamupa- 
padayanti, na ca vedavidhatrsambhavo ’sti. taduktamnityo vedah 
asmaryamanakartr[ka]tvat vyomadivat. vedavedhaso ’pagame tada- 
yatta dosa vyapagata bhavanti. te hi vidhdtrsattanuvartinah tadava- 
(pa)game kathamavatistheran. tesamapaye kathamapramanamasa- 
nkyate vedah. yaduktam- 

dosah santi na santiti pauruseyesu yujyate, 
vede karturabhavattu dosasahkaiva nasti nah. 

( Tattvasarh. ka. 2895) 
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codanajanita buddhih pramanarh dosavarjitaih, 
kdranairjanyamdnatvat lihgaptoktaksabuddhivat. 

(Slokava. su. 2. slo. 184) 

naca codanajanitarh vijhanarh sandigdham, kirhsvit ityanenakarena- 
nupajayamanatvat. nacedarh bhrantarh desantaradavabadhyamana- 
tvat. yat desantaradau badhyate tat mithya, yatha maricinicaye 
ambujnanam, kalantare ca badha yatha araktapate hataka- 
vijhanamityevamadi, nacedarh bhrantarh tatha, tasmadavitatham. 

Translation: 1257 

Other philosophers who are the followers of those who are not that 
intelligent say “Veda is authoritative because, it is not composed 
by any human being. Human beings are indeed affected by adverse 
states of mind such as attachment etc. and hence they narrate some 
thing contrary to facts. They also say that, there is no possibility of 
anybody creating the Veda. They extend the following inference in 
support of that: Veda is eternal. Because, no one remembers author 
of it. Like entities such as sky etc. If we say that, there is no creator 
of the Vedas, all the defects of the Creator will be removed from 
the Vedas, because, the defects of the Creator are transferred to the 
sentences and when the Creator is removed how can the defects be 
there? And when there are no defects how can they say that the 
Vedas are un-authoritative? 

It is also supported by the following statement. It may be proper 
to think that, there are defects and there are no defects in the 
context of sentences uttered by human beings. Since there is no 
creator of the Vedas, there is no possibility of doubting any defect 
in the Vedas. This is what our position is. “The knowledge which 
is generated by a Vedic injunction is authoritative. Because, it 
is produced by the factors which are free from defects. Like the 
knowledge of the ground, knowledge of the sentence uttered by a 
reliable person and perceptual knowledge. It is not the case that, 
the knowledge produced by Vedic injunction is doubtful because, it 
is not produced by any non-cause such as “something”. 
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Nor it is erroneous because, it is not going to be falsified in another 
place. That which is falsified in another place is false, for example, 
the knowledge of water in mirage. There can be contradiction in 
another time for example, after seeing a red cloth when there arises 
the knowledge of gold (i.e. when one has seen several times gold 
wrapped in a red cloth sometimes when he sees something wrapped 
in a red cloth he concludes that there is gold, but it may the case 
that something else other than gold was wrapped in the red cloth 
and hence it resulted in a erroneous cognition). This knowledge 
arising from the Vedic sentence is not erroneous like that, therefore, 
it is not false.” 

Text: 1258 

d-d|c|^T-'fd^Tl Tcf'; dddybT KHTf^R%Tf%f5ccTTcfI cfot 

ft drdf TWf 3?ar ^ 3lPkdcc|fiJ 

yattavaduktam-‘nityo vedah kartrasmaranat’; tadayuktam, kupdrama- 
dibhiranaikantikatvat. tesarh hi kartta na smaryate atha ca anityatvam. 

Translation: 1258 

You said, “Veda is eternal because, its author is not remembered”. 
This is not correct, because this ground is not consistent, since one 
may also say that a particular well, or, a particular garden is also 
eternal because their creators are not remembered. This will happen 
when their creators are not remembered. But as a matter of fact, 
they are not eternal. 

Text: 1259 

3T2T cT5T ^1 dft 

atha desakalocchedat tatra karturasmaranam; evarh tarhi avise- 
sabhihite ’rthe visesamicchato hetvantararh nama nigrahasthanam. 

Translation: 1259 

If you say that, the same space and time are not there and therefore, 
the authors are not remembered, then, this argument will lead you 
to a point of defeat known as “another ground” when someone uses 
a general ground with an intention to refer to a specific ground. 
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Text: 1260 

3TSFTT ^rfcr M: fTOSFFFT *T PmkR|^ qi^rT, ^ 

W^ilcd'W cqicjRwfcd | 

athavd satyapi visesanopadane hetoh vipaksagamanam na nivd- 
rayiturh paryate, yatha krtakatvavisesanopadane’pi na prameya- 
tvasya vydvrttirasti. 

Translation: 1260 

Or, even if specific qualifier is added, still no one can stop occurrence 
of the ground in a locus which is not the subject of the inference 
i.e. the locus were the existence of the absence of probandum is 
confirmed. For example, even if the qualification “the state of being 
produced” is added no one can exclude the state of being object of 
a true cognition being there. 

Text: 1261 

3T&T TO TOcmTOFfl d TOcpcft 3TOfTO TO^tRIto, 

3TfcrRWFU 

atha krtakatvarh; tadeva gamakam vyavrttatvat. na hyekasya 
vyavrttau anyasya vydvrttirasti atiprasangat. 

Translation: 1261 

If you say, it is the state of being produced, then, that itself is the 
ground which is excluded from all the rest. It is not the case that, 
when one is excluded, other gets also excluded, because, it will lead 
to over-application of the statement. 

Text: 1262 

to, M: (dt) fftotolTOd dfsN'flcI TO? 

kinca, sadhyaviruddhe hetoh(tau) kirn visesanopadanam tadvipante 
va? 

Translation: 1262 

Moreover, what qualification can be added to a ground which 
establishes just opposite of what is intended to be established, or, 
do you want to say that, the qualification is to be added what is 
opposite of it. 
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Text: 1263 





tadyadi viruddhe; tada’narthakarh visesanopadanam. 


Translation: 1263 

If it is in the ground which establishes what is opposite of what is to 
be established, then, the adding of the qualification is meaningless. 


Text: 1264 


3T&T 3jR*^c|A)c| - ^ feWd ftddgWWTT, oA||c|<fa f WdKd- 
q rTT^ccl'W ^efFT:| dT&TT (cfjl)d'l^drdTcr- 


atha aviruddhepyevameva - nahi visesanena viruddhasvabhavata, 
vyavartate, yatha krtakatvavisesanopadane ’pi na caksusatvasya 
sabde krttilabhah. tatha desaku(kd)loccheddbhdvavisesanopdddne’pi 
asmaryamanakartr(ka)tvasya na vipaksad vyavrttirasti. 


Translation: 1264 

Again, if it is added to that which is not contradictory, the same 
will be the consequence, because, just by adding a qualification the 
nature of being contradictory cannot be removed. For example, even 
if we add the qualification “the state of being produced” the state of 
being perceived by eyes cannot occur in sound. Similarly, even if you 
say we add a qualification viz. “absence of destruction of space and 
time, the state of not remembering the creator cannot be excluded 
from the locus where the existence of absence of probandum is 
confirmed. 


Text: 1265 

3lj^rwt % tjq wfd eb|U||<|: | dIRxhl 3lfc[ d|ct ddFRt 

- 'sT^TDlT ^T: M?TT:' ^fcTI 

asiddhopyayarh hetuh yasmatsmaranti eva kartararh kanadah. tatha 
laukika api bahularh vaktaro bhavanti - ‘brahmana vedah pranitah ’ 
iti. 


Translation: 1265 

This ground is also not an established ground, because, the followers 
of the school of Kanada do remember the creator of the Veda. 
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Similarly, we also find many ordinary people saying that the Vedas 
are created by the Brahman. 

Text: 1266 

3Tft ^ fcfcTte, 3fT^lf^ 

WU|RP|^R:? 

api ca kimasesajanasmarananivrttiriha hetutvena vivaksita, ahosvit 
katipayapurusasmaranavinivrttiKl 

Translation: 1266 

Moreover, do you want to say that, your ground is destruction of 
remembrance of all people, or, the destruction of remembrance of a 
few people? 

Text: 1267 

ficMvjHWUlRPlclfd: ; cRTSlW, 3fcT^Kfi|cj,H?|ctfirc||x.x| 3T#iTFT- 
| 3fcf?fiWr cTT cl ^ ^%T: *T I 

tadyadi sakalajanasmaranavinivrttih; tada 'siddha, avadharayitu- 
masakyatvacca arvagbhagavidbhih. avadharane va ta eva sarvajnah 
syuh arvagbhagavido na bhaveyuh. 

Translation: 1267 

If you say that, destruction of remembrance of all people is a ground, 
then, such a ground is not established, because, it can never be 
known by those who know the later part and if you say that, it can 
be known, then, they will become all-knowing and not those who 
know the earlier part. 

Text: 1268 

3T2I ddT^'<filfwlcbl ^ 

%f^Td 4 

atha katipayapurusapeksaya; tadanaikantiko hetuh, vidyamana- 
kartrkesvapi karta na smaryate kaiscit. 

Translation: 1268 

If you say that, in comparison to some people it can be known, then, 
such a ground will suffer from the defect of inconsistency because, 
sometimes even if there is creator, the creator is not remembered. 



Tattvopaplavasimha 


437 


Text: 1269 

3 F^T, cjiM: TWl - 3 TarfeTWT - 

?W‘> ; ^r 3 fTT ^ ^ ^wshhtwi;, 3 rfq 

g g^^tcqrac^TI 3I7T: ?T dd' ^ 3WJTFTR: I 

anyacca, katipayaih purusairna smaryate - arthadapadyate - purusa- 
ntarasmaryamanakartrko vedah visesapratisedhasya sesdbhyanujna 
visayatvat. na ca purusajanyatvena vedasya’pramanyam, api tu 
purusadosotpadyatvena. atah sa eva apaneyah na purusavyaparah. 

Translation: 1269 

Not only that, if you say, some people do not remember the creators 
of the Veda, it implies that the Veda is created by some other people. 
This is in tune with the maxim that when a particular is negated 
the remaining members become known. It is not the case that, Veda 
is not authoritative because, it is produced by a human being, but 
it is so because, it is produced by the defects in the human being 
and therefore, that defect is to be excluded and not the function of 
creation by human being. 

Text: 1270 

3T&r gwr ^TTfteui^l cbftJRlR ^R7TM1?1^I?1 #1 ^ 

atha purusasya dosadhikaranatve tajjanyatve dosajanyatvamapya- 
sankyata iti cet; 

Translation: 1270 
Clarification: 

Well, if a human being is accepted as locus of defects and if such a 
human being is accepted as producer of Veda, then, obviously one 
can doubt that the Veda is produced by the defects of a human being. 

Text: 1271 

^RdluiHfM ^PTf£j4NuRd ddyMlRdRsIHHHWHIUii 
iffcl WH WH|UA|HhWl(S3T)*T: Wcfl ^ ^ SNTdhluicb^dRd ^T^HT- 
HMlRdccKlRlfe:, SRTSTTfcr - ^FRlfcr fTV£Rf?HT 

R'dRl^dii^ 3 ?^ - di? f^ermr' ?fcri 

yadyevam indriyandmapi dosadhikaranatvena tadutpaditavijndna- 
namapramanyarh samasankyata iti sarvatra prdmdnydndsvd(sva)- 
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sah syat. na ca asmaryamanakartrkatvena vedasabdanamapauruse- 
yatvasarhsiddhih, anyathdpyasmaryamanakarttrkatvamupapadyate - 
kenapi vidagdhamatina vedasandohamutpadya atma apahnuyate - 
‘naharh vedanarh vidhata iti. 

Translation: 1271 
Reply: 

If it is so, then, since the sense organs also are locus of defects the 
knowledges produced by them should also be undependable. When 
such a doubt is possible, it implies that there is no authoritativeness, 
or, dependability in anything. No one can establish that, the words 
of the Veda are not uttered by an agent. Simply because, such 
agent is not remembered, because, the fact that the agent is not 
remembered can be explained in some other way also. Suppose, 
some person having great genius has indeed composed the Veda but 
he can conceal his own agency by saying that “I have not created 
the Vedas”. 

Text: 1272 

HdcJ dT 3Pflwfr fc:; tTTRM RbHIdldR? 

bhavatu va apauruseyo vedah; pramanye kirndydtarnl 

Translation: 1272 

Or, if you so wish, let the Veda be authorless. How to establish its 
authoritativeness? 

Text: 1273 

3T&r MHlUilR; cT^TTf^ d<^JU|ci||c|fd- 

atha purusavyavrttya taddosavydvrttinibandhanarh pramanyam; 
tadvydvrttya tadgunavydvrttinibandhanamaprdmdnyarh kinnesyate ? 

Translation: 1273 

If you say that, by excluding an author, there will be exclusion of 
defects existing in that author and on the basis of that there will an 
authoritativeness in the Veda, then, by excluding the author there 
will be exclusion of his qualities and on the basis of that why don't 
you welcome in-authoritativeness of the Vedas? 
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Text: 1274 

3T&T ^Id^ui^cillcj-dl f^TJOTRcT^T 
R'HdR'hdylaHWHIUii to %f?T? 

atha purusagatagunadosavyavrttau nisargagunanuvedhena prdmdnya- 
misyate; purusagunadosavyavrttau nisargadosdnuvedhendprdmdnyarh 
kinna giyate? 

Translation: 1274 

If you say that, by excluding good qualities and defects of the author 
on the basis of the natural qualities, the authoritativeness of the 
Veda is desired, then, by excluding the virtues and defects of the 
author on the basis of the natural defects, why don’t you say that 
the Vedas are not authoritative? 

Text: 1275 

3rfq iran ^-qcrto, cMT 

api ca yatha apauruseyatve satyapi ragadidosasambandhita upala- 
bhyate, tatha vede’pi bhavisyati. 

Translation: 1275 

Moreover, in spite of the fact that, some thing is without an author, 
one can find relationship with defects such as attachment. In the 
same way this will happen with regard to the Veda also. 

Text: 1276 

to, clr^faTWT: fch, ViNdltol vT&fT ft - 

3TSWRMt 11 cTFlto ftocTT nR^frihfhPlddR^R I PkdHIhR 

c hT^<h4u| i ^HgeblR^KUMj^ dlhdldi 

5FnwfdcFh:| 

kinca, apauruseyatvena karttrdosapagamah krtah, srotrdosastu 
kenapaniyante. tatha hi - arthapratipattau tanapeksya viparitarh 
pratipattimabhinirvartayisyati. tatasca nityanamapi karttrkarma- 
narh dustasahakdrikarananuvedhena viparyayadijhanahetutvamupa- 
padyate na vakyanarh pramanapratilambhah. 

Translation: 1276 

Moreover, by removing the authorship of the Veda you could remove 
the defects of the author. But how are you going to remove the 
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defects of the listener to explain while the understanding of the 
Veda, a listener will acquire the knowledge of its opposite meaning 
on the basis of its own defects. Thus, even the eternal actions and 
agents will become the cause of erroneous knowledge on the basis of 
defective auxiliary cause and thereby the Vedic sentences will not 
get authoritativeness. 

Text: 1277 

“ '^Ibdxil^lclsllUlHHccllcf Wm dlddldPldl gfe:’ - dd^T 

3Wh|UkdldJ 

yadapyuktam - ‘desdntardddvabddhyamdnatvat pramanarh codanaja- 
nita buddhih ’ - tadayuktam, smrterbddhdrahitatve ’pi apramanatvat. 

Translation: 1277 

You said, “The knowledge generated by Vedic injunction is 
authoritative because, they are not contradicted in another place.” 
This is not proper, because, a remembrance is never authoritative 
even if it is not contradicted. 

Text: 1278 

f^, snsnsis^T dlddldPld- 

\3?T d^dbdddKRcjx^d ffcT 'bRdR 

kirhca, badhasabdena vipantavijnanamapadisyate, tacca notpa- 
dyate - kirn codandjanitavijnanasya yatharthatvena uta tadutpa- 
dakakdranavaikalyena iti sandihyate. 

Translation: 1278 

Moreover, do you want to say that, by the word the contradiction 
what is understood is an erroneous cognition? That does not arise, 
is it because the knowledge produced by a Vedic injunction is true, 
or, because there are defects in the cause which generate that? Such 
a doubt is created. 

Text: 1279 

3Tfq ^- WTaidRsUdldR: ^1 
dlclRdeR c|x|R|-Hi>Hci|c|?n^T 3kdsbldi|- 

3Fq5T ^ dKcjodcjoeill^d x’-kdd-Rl Rdlddl Wm dlddldPldl 
sfei 
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apt ca, badharahitatve ’pyapramanyarh drstarh - badhakavijnanot- 
patteh purvam. badhapyupajayamana kalavikalpena upajayate- 
kvacidardhamasena kvacinmasavyavadhanena kvacicca abdadvaya- 
trayavyavadhanena, anyatra tu karakavaikalyannaiva sampatsyate. 
nacaitavata pramanarh codanajanita buddhih. 

Translation: 1279 

Moreover, it is our experience that, something is not authoritative 
even if it is not contradictory before the arising of the contradicting 
knowledge. Even contradiction is seen to arise with variation in 
time, sometimes, in half a month, in some case after a gap of a 
month, in some other case after a gap of two, or, three years, in still 
some other cases it does not arise at all because of lack of necessary 
factors. Therefore, on the basis of simply this, that the knowledge 
that arises from Vedic injunction is authoritative. 

Text: 1280 

to, cp? 

kinca, badharahitatvamapi kim-asesapurusapeksaya, katipayapuru- 
sapeksaya va? 

Translation: 1280 

Moreover, is the lack of contradiction in comparison to all human 
beings, or, in comparison to only a few? 

Text: 1281 

zreritogWteroT; ddwg d - ?tor, 

yadyasesapurusapeksaya; tadavaganturh na sakyate, paracitta- 
vrttindrh duranvayatvat. 

Translation: 1281 

If you say, it is in comparison to all human beings, then, it can 
never be known, because, it is difficult to relate the functions of 
everybody’s mind, or, intellect. 

Text: 1282 

3?ar dTSfRftclcdffi; dtoUlFdcjij - W 

cTF=TT%9TTc^ MTfcT to dtodld,Mdlfd, Td dTd 

toddyT?Ffl Mdlddl cldf Wm 
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atha katipayapurusapeksaya badharahitatvam; tada’naikantiko hetuh 
- yatha asatyodake jatodakabuddhih tasmaddesat desantararh yadd 
prayati tatraiva dasardhatamupayati, naca tasya badhakam vijnana- 
mutpannam. kimetavata tat pramanarh bhavatu? 

Translation: 1282 

If you say, contradiction is with reference to a few, then, the ground 
becomes inconsistent. For instance, when one acquires knowledge 
of water where there is no water, and when he goes to another 
place from that place, and suppose he dies there, no contradictory 
knowledge arose in him. Is it enough to claim that knowledge is a 
true knowledge? 

Text: 1283 

3TddT dteltedte'HVh (tested TjRKd, tedl'dftdte'HddH'cbTcfl - 
H'cbV £ cqd' ^'^T5^'Hd''c;j dte dT dkdldte ted, ftefftefteb I 

athava codanajanitavijnanasya nirvisayatvameva bhrantatvam, 
codandjanitavijndnasamdnakdlmakarttavyatdrupdrthasyd'sambhavdt. 
sambhave va codanavacaso vaikalyam, vitanakriyavilopah. 

Translation: 1283 

Or, let us say the knowledge generated by a Vedic injunction has 
no content and that itself is, its becoming false because, it is not 
possible to show something worth doing at the time when the 
knowledge is caused by the Vedic injunction and if you say it is 
possible, then, the Vedic injunction will become defective and the 
spreading Vedic ritual activities will disappear. 

Text: 1284 

3Td d ftel tedcTbted:, efjaf dldHIddHl^d fted d fteT? 3Fd&TT 

atha na vidyate kartavyatarupo ’ rthah; katharh codanavacanodbhu- 
tarh vijnanarh na mithya? any atha kesondukasarhvido mithyatvarh 
na bhavet. 

Translation: 1284 

If you say, there is nothing which is understood as to be performed 
(from the Vedic injunction) then, how is it that the knowledge 
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arising from the Vedic injunction is not false? If it is not false, then, 
the knowledge of thread-like things appearing in the knowledge for 
a person who comes into the shade from the sun cannot be false? 

Text: 1285 

3T&T cMT[:] dR^lR d<^c|K-d,l 

atha tasyafh] pratiyamanartha’sambhavena mithyatvam; tadihapi 
tadevastu. 

Translation: 1285 

If you say, since there is impossibility of the content in that 
knowledge, that knowledge is false. The same logic is applicable 
in the present case also. 

Text: 1286 

3?ar dkdMfddRsIHIsfcjI 3yT: cff dT^I zr&TTSfcTTI ^ 

<hdiRi<fq i 

atha codanajanitavijnanarthasya punah sadbhavo bhavati tena tasya 
yatharthatvam. na tu kesondukavijnanasya kadacidapi sadbhavo ’sti. 

Translation: 1286 
Clarification: 

Well, since the object of the knowledge arising from a Vedic 
injunction emerges again and therefore, that knowledge is 
considered to be true. But in the case of knowledge of thread-like 
things appearing in the knowledge for a person who comes into the 
shade from the sun, never that content of that knowledge is found 
to exist (therefore, the knowledge arising from the Vedic injunction 
is found to be true.) 

Text: 1287 

cifFTd TTcf UPfW 3b-d faded Icf, fefHTTef ^ 3T^( 

so ’yam visabhaksanena pararh pratyayayati tapasvi. codanarthasya 
pascadbhavanam tadvijndnanupayogi, tasmin kale jnanasya asta- 
mitatvat, vijnanakale ca arthasya(sya)sambhavat. 
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Translation: 1287 
Reply: 

It is something like a saint causing the experience to another person 
(the effect of poison) by consuming poison. If the object of the 
knowledge arising from the Vedic sentence occurs later, it is of no 
use to that knowledge, because, when that object will come into 
being at the time that knowledge will no longer be there and when 
there is knowledge, there is no possibility of its object being there. 

Text: 1288 

3T&FTT, ^FtcT spm 3RFH|ci|HHiafeT WfcWkJebd dFd;-?]^- 

cbKcbl4pNlcl tef JT: tete ^tefl tete 

ffcTI tei xHHd^44dld4)hU|): FTKMTSfdTFsT- 

-FPrenwf, ter fw teen ^ did^te tehr ?iste 

ciidted mm ^rqteli 

athava, iyameva badha yaduta asarfibhavyamanarthasya pratipa- 
dakatvarh yathd tantu-turi-kara- kopanipate sati vastradikaryamupa- 
jayamanarh drstam. punah patarthine upadeso diyate - ‘tantunamu- 
padanarh kurusva ’ iti. na tvevarh saptatantvavadatakarmanoh 
sadhyasadhanasambandhavadharanam, napurvam, yenatra upade- 
sasya saphalyarh bhavati. evarh tavaduktena nyayena sabdanarh 
vacakatvena pramanyarh na yujyate. 

Translation: 1288 

Or, this may be the meaning of contradiction that explanation of 
that thing which is not going to come. For example, when there 
are factors like threads, weaver’s shaft, and other factors, one finds 
that the effect viz. the cloth comes into being. Thereafter, again 
when some one is in need of cloth, he says go and fetch threads. It 
is not the case that the relation of cause-and-effect is determined 
between seven threads and the action of their fetching. Neither there 
is something called apurva by which one can say that the instruction 
has become fruitful. In this way, as per the above mentioned logic it 
is not proper to hold that, words are dependable since they express 
their meanings. 
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[W. fc|cr§1K^<4)<rcH ] 

[4- vivaksasucakatvena sabdapramanyarh svikurvatarh matasya 
khandanam.] 

Text: 1289 

3T&T “f^WW ft dFfa 

ffcfl 

atha vivaksasucakatvena lihgabhutasya pramanyam. taduktam- 
“vivaksaprabhava hi sabdah tameva sarhsucayeyuh ” iti. 

Translation: 1289 
Clarification: 

Well, a sentence becomes authoritative because they become the 
ground to indicate the intention of the speaker. “As it has been 
said words emerge out of intention of the speaker and therefore, 
they point towards those intended meanings.” 

Text: 1290 

d^dddybR, W td^xTHTRl dTf^f #lcT b?f cTSJT JTlfa UMfddRI 

tadetadayuktam, yatha hetuphalabhavo nasti saugate mate tatha 
prageva prapancitam. 

Translation: 1290 
Reply: 

This is not proper. That it has no cause-and-effect relationship 
according to the Buddhist philosophy, has already been explained 
before. 

[H. ciuUidi ^i^uinj i ra ^rpRR : r:i] 

[5. sadhupadadarthapratipattirh varnayatarh vaiydkarandndrii matasya 
nirasah.J 

Text: 1291 

3F£T ^ ^q^Ts^ewfdMfd cpfaf%| xf I cm n 

^rMd, cm 

anye tu sadhupadasabdadarthapratipattirh varnayanti. sadhiitvarh 
ca laksanayogitvena. laksanarh ca sutranyeva, laksyarh gaurityadi- 
padam. 
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Translation: 1291 

Other philosophers say that, an understanding of the meaning 
arises from a sentence containing grammatically correct words. 
Grammaticality is to be tested in terms of the rules of grammar. 
The word laksana stands for grammatical rules and laksya refers to 
the word cow etc. 

Text: 1292 

fijpR dTh LNHfalRcH eT^? f^j WTWft 

cfj TTteWf? 

atha kimidarh nama yallaksanena paramarsigaditena sutrakalapena 
laksyate? him gakaradayo varnah, varnebhyo'rthantararh va padarh 
sphotaruparn? 

Translation: 1292 
Objection: 

Well, what is that which is described by a set of rules uttered by 
the great sage? Is it the case that the phonemes such as ‘g’ etc. 
are described, or, something different from the phonemes viz. word 
called sphota is described? 

Text: 1293 

cjurf:; fcfc taT: 

tadyadi varnah; te him nityah santah 

Translation: 1293 

Reply: If you say, phonemes are described, are they called a word 
since they are permanent, or, since they are produced? 

Text: 1294 

mn 3R v34vjHHSPfa>T:? dWfd tel: cf^T-SIT: 'fRTt cjurf: iRWl 

1% ^TFdf:, dT? 

padasamjha bhavanti, uta upajananadharmakah? tadyadi nityah 
kutasthah santo varnah padasamjha bhavanti; tatra kirn vyastah, 
samudita va? 

Translation: 1294 

If you say that, they are permanent, the phonemes become words, 
I would like to know, whether individually they are called so, or, 
collectively? 
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Text: 1295 

^ITTTT:; 'ddlddl ^ TOI ^sfefrfWT 

fpF^TcT, 3Tt^U[ dT 3T8TnfcfWT f^T?Tl TTTT?^ ^c|fq^c| U|Tt>-b| |^U|naJcpZT^I *T 

xn^f^^ftmwFcTcn arf^r, 3ifq g whcF^ 

tadyadi vyastah; sanatana ete padasarhjna bhavanti, tada gavarne- 
naiva kevalena go 'rthapratipadanarh kriyate, okarena va artha- 
pratipadanarh kriyate. tatasca purvaparavarnoccarananarthakyam. 
na catraikasmin varne vibhaktyantata asti, apt tu varnakadambake 
vibhaktyutpadabhyupagamat. 

Translation: 1295 

If you say, collectively, then, the question arises whether being 
permanent they become word, or, whether by mere the phoneme ‘g’ 
the meaning of cow is conveyed, or, by the phoneme ‘o’ the meaning 
is conveyed? If it is so, then, the utterance of the phonemes before 
and after becomes purposeless. It is also not the case that individual 
phonemes end in case terminations because case suffixes are added 
only after the group of phonemes i.e. a word. 

Text: 1296 

3T&T 'Hdjddldi MffiHslll *T 

^!WIH?|6dhdl J llsfT7r, 3lfq ^ I” 

dddffiffi ffiffiTTT fekl cjxrff % 31cpjrfcl duifffiddl oi||ckfa c|U|^ItJ 

epst c d|c|xf<ri? fcj> c|U|fcjoKddl 3icjU|frhdi|l cfT? 

atha samuditanarh padasarhjna. tadayu(du)ktam- u bahunarh sahgha- 
tasabdavacyatvam, na hyekasmin sarhghatasabdaprayogo’sti, 
api tu gakaraukaravisarjamyesu samudayasabdah prayujyate.” 
tadayuktam, varnanarh nandta vidyate. varno hi avarnat 
varnatmataya vyavarttate varnantarattu katharh vyavarttate? 
kirn varnakarataya avarnatmataya va! 

Translation: 1296 

If you say that, the collection of phonemes will be called a word, that 
will also not be proper, because, when there are many phonemes it 
should be called mere a collection of phonemes. The word collection 
is not used with reference to one. But the word collection can be 
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used only to collection of phonemes in the sequence of ’g + o + 
visarga’. It is also not proper. The plurality of the phonemes exists. 
One phoneme can be distinguished from something which is not a 
phoneme, but how it can be distinguished from other phoneme? Is 
it going to be distinguished in the form of a phoneme, or, in the 
form of something which is not a phoneme? 

Text: 1297 

cjUlfchKddl cqicixf^; cl^TS^t dURoMdl UIHlfd dbd°bl^Rc|l 

tadyadi varnakarataya vyavarttate; tada’nyesarh varnarupata na 
prapnoti niratiraderiva. 

Translation: 1297 

If you say, it is distinguished in the form of a phoneme it will mean 
that other phonemes are not phonemes. Like water and bank of the 
river. 

Text: 1298 

3T&T 3UU|fchddl oi||ci-cft ; cM(s)c|U|bhdl oi||c|^ vSffiHlfac| 

atha avarnatmataya vyavarttate; tada(’)varndtmata vyavartate 
uktanamiva tatascaika eva varnatma jagati sanjatah. tasya go rtha- 
vacakatvam na yujyate sup vibhaktyanupapatteh. 

Translation: 1298 

If you say that, they are distinguished as something other than 
phoneme, then, what has been distinguished is the state of not 
being a phoneme as stated above. Thereby, one will have to accept 
that there is only one phoneme in this world. But that cannot be 
accepted as expressive of the meaning cow, because after that no 
case suffix can be added. 

Text: 1299 

qjfq cjuifqf P|ci|co|Wci||i|eb IHIUH^d, p^?ll41dHHH|Ui|qfdMlddlTI 
dlslffidlffiddl dcJUhbH HHkd^els^: WRlsfcr *T Wl^($) 

napi varnanarh nityatvapratyayakarh pramanamasti, evarh pratya- 
ksadinamapramanyapratipadanat. tivramandatmataya gavarnasya 
nanatvopalabdheh gakaro'pi bhedavan na gakare(rai)katvam. 
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Translation: 1299 

Moreover, there is no proof which can cause the knowledge of 
eternity of phonemes. It has already been explained that proofs like 
perception etc. are all not dependable. Moreover, we experience 
sometimes the ‘g’ sound as sharp and sometimes as soft and 
therefore one will have to posit many ‘g’ sounds and therefore, it is 
not true that the phoneme ‘g’ is only one. 

Text: 1300 

3T2T oi|3|chc|#T I d TIWi dddybh, ^ ^ 

dlfH-dlstlkhddl d'cijsichlPl WFffedfl 

atha vyanjakavasena tivramandadibiiddherutpattih. na gavarnasya 
bhedo ’sti; tadayuktam, gavarna eva pratiyate twramandadyatmatayd 
na vyanjakani gavarnabuddhirva. 

Translation: 1300 

If you say, the perception of softness, sharpness arises due to some 
other revealing factor and there is no difference in the phoneme 
called ‘g’, it will not be proper, because, what is realized is only the 
phoneme as soft and sharp and neither the revealing factors nor the 
knowledge of the sound ‘g’. 

Text: 1301 

dfd ffT^rcT Wlf^TT <3 d - M; ddT 

wMfdfd'dFfrsfd duifchi 

WSWfd^fxH HIHlfd 

yadi vyanjakabhedena tivramandadibhedapariklrptih kriyate gava- 
rnatma tu na bhidyate; tada gakaradivibhago 'pi vyanjakabheda- 
nibandhano 'bhyupagantavyah, varndtma tveka eva. tatasca gavdr- 
thapratipattirna prapnoti ekasmin varne sup vibhaktyanupapatteh. 

Translation: 1301 

If you say that, due to the revealing factors, there arises the 
difference viz. sharp and soft but the phoneme ‘g’ is not changed, 
then, the different phonemes like ‘g’ etc. should also be accepted 
due to the difference in the revealing factor. The form of phoneme 
being only one. That will again result in the contingency of not 
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going the knowledge of meaning of cow, because, to one phoneme 
it is not possible to add case-suffixes. 

Text: 1302 

to, ftochRcRTT ydldhH'i-d tob WTd) Wcf, 

tow# ^ viFTfci #U?T| ^ ^ ftob? 

todldddH'HHWllbdl 

kinca, bhinnakarataya pratiyamanasya yadyekatvamabhyupaga- 
myate; nanekarh jagat syat, abhinnatmake ca jagati maname- 
yavyavasthaiva hvyate. na ca nityasya anupajatavikarasya vijna- 
nodayaddnasamarthyamasti. 

Translation: 1302 

Moreover, if you say that, even if they appear in different form, they 
are treated as one, then, the whole world should be only one and as a 
consequence of it there will no provision for any distinction between 
pramana (process of knowing) and prameya (object of knowledge) 
because, the entire world will be converted into one entity. An entity 
which is eternal and which has not undergone any change, has no 
capacity to generate its knowledge. 

Text: 1303 

3T&T to?l; fobbed I fd?to 3T, 31cqfdRbilMvdldlRl?to 3T, cqfdRiblM- 
vdldlfd?FbT^TT? 

atha kriyate; kimanupajatatisayena va, avyatiriktopajatatisayena va, 
vyatiriktopajatatisayena va ? 

Translation: 1303 

If you hold that, it produces in spite of that knowledge, we would 
like to know whether it produces without any excellence emerging 
in it, or, due to emerging of excellence, not different from it, or, due 
to emergence of excellence different from it. 

Text: 1304 

31djlvdldlfd?FbT to?T; cRT 3T to 

d^hldldsk^bTT^T) chldReiHdld'ldlcfl 

tadyadi anupajatatisayena kriyate; tada sarvada kuryat ekasmin va 
kale kuryat taddehamatranubandhena(na) kalavilambanayogat. 
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Translation: 1304 

If you say, it produces without any excellence emerging in it, then, 
it should always keep on producing, or, it can produce only once 
because, in that form there is no possibility of delay in time. 

Text: 1305 

3T2T 3iol|fdRrhlMvjildlRl?FbT Pilfer bHIddl 3Ff:, 3bi|fdRrblfd?PT- 

cf>WT§T WTf^q%f^nRWTT5^lfc^%: I 

atha avyatiriktopajatatisayena kriyate; tathdpi sanatana varnah, 
avyatiriktatisayakaranapakse sa evopajayate, phalanispattikarana- 
svarupa ’nativrtteh. 

Translation: 1305 

If you say that, it produces due to emerging of excellence not 
different from it, still, the phonemes will remain eternal and in 
the view that there is excellence not different from itself, the same 
will come into being because it will not be free from its form of not 
producing the result. 

Text: 1306 

3T&T cilfdRrblMvdldlRl?!^ ffF^fcT, d'Wlfaspj: efRTfa FFsF^T 

*T *T( SFKSfyr ^ cFFTTfcTSFT: I 

atha vyatiriktopajatatisayena kriyate; tasyatisayah katham? yo 
yasya kenapi sambandhena na sam(Ondhena sarh) bandhyate sa 
tasyatisayah. 

Translation: 1306 

If you say, it produces due to emerging of excellence different from 
itself, then, how can it be called excellence of that? Because, an 
excellence has to be that which is related to that by some relation. 

Text: 1307 

3i-d^dc|uk-b^U|Rf§TFrs^fr crof: dWft fctfldcT- 

rc|ldc|Mct)cc|F - ciisiehHi 5ifu|chvcJ|ct ffci dddldj 

yadi cantarhitavarnasmaranavisisto ’ntyo varnah padam; tasyapi 
smaranakale tirohitatvadavacakatvam- “tasya vyanjakanarh ksani- 
katvat ksanopalabdhih ” iti vacandt. 
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Translation: 1307 

If you say that, the last phoneme in the sequence qualified by the 
remembrance of the phonemes which have disappeared, is what is 
called a word, then, that also will become inexpressive of meaning 
because, that also will disappear at the time of remembrance. There 
is a statement to the effect viz. “since the revealing phonemes are 
momentary in nature, only momentary phoneme can be known.” 
Text: 1308 

quit cfT 'Hhl^RdilldJIuii wfaP|A|d- 

yadi varna vyahjakairvyajyante tada samanadesavasthitarh sama- 
nendriyagrahyanarh pratiniyatavyahjakatvenestam ekantargato- 
dakakanakadmarh vadanti vaisesikah. (?) 

Translation: 1308 

If you say that, the phonemes are revealed by revealing factors then, 
(.the text is not clear). 

Text: 1309 

3T2T cjurf: mn Wdtfd fefj cqyqfj:, ^TTFcTT TT? 

atha anitya varnah padasarhjha bhavantiti cet; tatrapi him vyastah, 
samasta vat 

Translation: 1309 

If you say that, non-eternal phonemes are called a morpheme, there 
also we would like to know whether individually they are called so, 
or, in a collection. 

Text: 1310 

Wt quf : cnw: 

tadyadi vyastah; tada gakaraukaravisarjaniyanyatame varne na 
vibhaktyutpado ’sti, utpade va eko varnah vacakah syat-varnantaro- 
ccarananarthakyam. 

Translation: 1310 

If you say, individually they are called morpheme, then, no case 
suffix is found added, or, can be added after any one phoneme viz. 
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either ‘g’, or, ‘au’, or, ‘visarga’. And if you say that, in spite of that it 
can be added, then, you will have to accept that a single phoneme 
will become the expressive of a meaning and not only that, the 
utterance of other phonemes will become redundant. 

Text: 1311 

3T&T cjUhH^|i|: Wlj pf^TWfTHT «|gHHc|l*§ld*>mu|i 

eft% ^5:, d d' ddldi vkbl-dldldj fdrd 

3lMri|c|U^gu|H^ i^ r cjuk-Hx!U|^ 3F^fcfW ftFFJ, 

dd?dhFh 3TSWf?RfWTc^ dd [d] %fcT ^TTShfehTSSWfchTftf: Wcfl 

atha varnasamudayah padam; pratiksanadhvarhsinarh samu- 
dayartho vaktavyah, bahunamavasthitarupanam samudayo loke 
drstah, na ca varnanarh bhuyastvamasti uktannyayat. kinca 
antyavarnagrahananantararh purvavarnasmaranam, purvavarna- 
smarananantaram antyavarne jnanam, tatascasya arthaprati- 
pattikale padam [na] vidyate tend 'padika 'rthapratipattih syat. 

Translation: 1311 

If you say that, collection of phonemes, is a morpheme, then, you 
should tell us what is the meaning of collection when every moment 
the phonemes gets destroyed. In the world of our experience we find 
a collection of many things which continue to exist. On the basis of 
the above maxim, we cannot say that there are many phonemes. 
Moreover, after the hearing of the last phoneme, there will be 
remembrance of the earlier phonemes and after the remembrance of 
earlier phonemes, there will be the knowledge of the last phoneme. 
And thus, at the time of the meaning, no morpheme will be available 
and therefore, such a knowledge of meaning will become something 
which is not caused by any morpheme. 

Text: 1312 

d d c&|4*>4dl ddfdT %JcN dlrTT RsIIHIAIt): tjcf dlrTT, 

wifSsin^i f^-3T^rkqk znfcr, RwVhdk, dT? 

H lei hi did Rid, fTFhd, I 

na ca karyarupata varnanarh vidyate. sati satta sarhvedyate. 
vijhanotpatteh purvarn vedyasya satta, pas cadvijnanam. tadvedyam 
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kim-adhunotpannarh visayatarh yati, cirotpannam, anutpannarh 
va ? nalamalocayitum jnanam, tatsvarupamatrastitvavidhayakatvena 
tadutpatteh. 

Translation: 1312 

It is also not the case that, the phonemes are produced. Only that 
existence can be crossed which exists, before the knowledge arises 
that which is to be known has to exist. And later that can be known. 
There the question arises, what is that which is known? Is it the 
case that what is produced just now, becomes the object of that 
knowledge, or, that which was already produced becomes the object 
of knowledge, or, that which is not produced becomes the object 
of knowledge? We cannot discuss about the knowledge because, it 
arises as merely a pointer to show the existence of that form. 

Text: 1313 
dofrKuj %JcN 

na ca tatkaranarh vidyate. 

Translation: 1313 

We do not see any cause of its production either. 

Text: 1314 

nanu prayatnadikarh vidyate; 

Translation: 1314 
Clarification: 

Well there are efforts to produce. 

Text: 1315 

dddybR, cPTT UdHIdldi efjst ^UcT-fefj cfT? 

tadayuktam, tesarh prayatnadmarh svaruparh katharh grhyate-kirh 
sattamatrena, karakatvena va? 

Translation: 1315 
Reply: 

That is not proper. How do you come to know the nature of those 
efforts? Do you know only by mere existence, or, because they take 
part in producing an effect. 
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Text: 1316 

Mft 'HxIHI^ui; cT^T FFlft dft *T Mlpl 

tadyadi sattamatrena; tada janakarh ruparh na syat. 

Translation: 1316 

If you say, by mere existence, then, that cannot be taken as a cause. 

Text: 1317 

3T&T chKch^H pft; ftp3TRddRMH 

atha karakatvena grhyate; kim atmajanakatvena, ahosvid anyaja- 
nakatvenal 

Translation: 1317 

If you say, as a producer of an effect, there we would like to know, 
whether it produces its own form, or, does it produce something 
other than itself. 

Text: 1318 

Mft pft; cTdlcRT d - dft: I 

tadyadi atmajanakatvena grhyate; tadatma tenotpadyate na varnah. 

Translation: 1318 

If you say, it is known as it produces itself, then, it means that, the 
same is produced by that and not the phoneme. 

Text: 1319 

3T&T ddT 3FdM MI Iftpl 

M dTpftsWMdftkcI, cTcT: d^idldcblcfldftd I 

atha anyajanakatvena avadharyate; tada anyasya satta siddha. 
tarhyd(nahya)ksiptanyasadbhdva eva sadbhavo ’ syadhyavasiyate, 
tatah tatsamanakdlmatvena hetuphalabhava’siddhih. 

Translation: 1319 

If you say that, it is known as it produces something, then, it will 
establish existence of something else. In that case, then, one will 
come to know that, it exists only after one knows that something 
else exists and in that case, both will be of the same time, and 
hence the cause-and-effect relationship between them cannot be 
established. 
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Text: 1320 

to, ^beFTTcT:, f$P 

kinca, purvaparabhavena hetuphalabhavah, kirn va purvaparagra- 
hanena? 

Translation: 1320 

Moreover, should we decide cause and effect relationship on the 
basis of a sequence of prior and later, or, on the basis of knowledge 
of prior and later. 

Text: 1321 

d£JR ^^bcl'dTd:; ci^T ?1H f^FFT '3TfTcf' fTRTcl? sTFTTRIcf- 

dTSfTFT ^T? 

tadyadi purvaparabhavena hetuphalabhavah; tada jndnarh. vina ‘asti’ 
katharh jnayate? jnandbhdvend’jnane kirn purvotpannau sahotpa- 
nnau va? 

Translation: 1321 

If you say, the basis of prior and later is cause and relationship, 
then, without knowledge, how can you say that it exists? Well, 
the knowledge does not arise, when there is absence of knowledge, 
how to say that they are produced before, or, they are produced 
together. 

Text: 1322 

3T2T ^cjfiKii^uH ^d,h)d‘Hlcjci|cj>!-ap dddybh,, 3ftof to 

^to pnfcr, ^to to pnfcr, ^to ^ ^ 

^ f^Jcl d ^d,h)d‘H|c|RPl§^5fwn to ^ ‘HRcj^RlI 

atha purvaparagrahanena hetuphalabhdvavyavastha iti; tadayuktam, 
aniyatarh grahanarh drstam-karyarh drstva karanarh grhnati, 
karanarh drstva kdryarh grhnati, ubhayarh ca yugapat grhnati. 
evarh ca sthite na hetuphalabhavaviniscayo’sti. tadabhdvdnna’nitya 
varnah padarh bhavitumarhati. 

Translation: 1322 

If you say that, with knowledge of prior and later, the cause and 
effect relationship can be decided, that is also not proper, because 
we do not see consistent knowledge about it. Sometimes after seeing 
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the effect one comes to know the cause, sometimes having seen 
the cause, one comes to know the effect and sometimes both are 
known as cause and effect. When such is the case, one cannot decide 
cause and effect relationship. And when there is no cause and effect 
relationship, we cannot hold that the non-eternal phonemes can be 
called a morpheme. 

Text: 1323 

3T2T I 

atha varnebhyo ’rthantarabhutarh padarh varnavyahgyasphotarupa- 
mabhyupagamyate. 

Translation: 1323 

Well, a morpheme distinct from the phonemes of the nature of a 
concept, suggested by the phonemes, is accepted. 

Text: 1324 

cr#rt f^cT 3TSWedldc|xcj cZR^FTFcTFTT 3TfTP P' ^TT STaJwfaqR: 

TPf 3TSl1^f^[ct | 3TfAvTPhRT ^ TPi cpjfafr 

fWf WTKJpRTf^l 

varnanarh kila arthapratyayakatvarh vyastasamastanarh sambha- 
vati, asti ca sa arthapratipattih, tena arthantarabhutarh varnebhyah 
padarh vidmah. abhinnakara ca pratipattirvarnesvanupapanna tena 
varnebhyo bhinnam abhinnakararh padamadhyavasiyate. 

Translation: 1324 

The phonemes independently, or, in a collection convey meanings 
and we do have understanding of such meaning and therefore, we 
understand a morpheme as distinct from the phonemes. It is not 
proper to say that, there arises the knowledge of identity with the 
phonemes and therefore, in a morpheme having an identical form 
but different from phonemes is accepted. 

Text: 1325 

il-dlcldxbT- ii 3T^fdMed^ld,qqedl ci^Wf, 3T8jfq^: FFTTM- 

ditwn pan p n ttsit qqf^dhj 

yattavaduktam - “arthapratipatyanyathanupapatya padamavaga- 
myate ” tadayuktam, arthapatteh pramanyameva nasti. yatha ca na 
vidyate tatha prageva prapahcitam. 
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Translation: 1325 

“You had said a morpheme is accepted because without that the 
knowledge of meaning cannot be explained”. But this is not proper, 
because, we had already shown that pre-supposition is not a valid 
means of knowing. How it cannot be accepted as the valid means 
of knowing, has already been discussed before. 

Text: 1326 

H XT q^T hfcHcEil SrsfofcWR: 31WbJcff 3FJTcfjRUiqfel^l qq 
sfrsfZTfcTI q^T§t^qq|U|flcj H'qqfHI efjSfcI^i-KWfciqKHIAI 3TcTT? H q PlcAI'W 
Rq1Hl^sifphq|cbx!UKHHa4q[tdl qq eTa^T qq *T %fcN ciqHM#rfcTqq 
qR T TTaf(qq) crsmfqfqi 

na ca padena saha pratibaddha arthapratipattih avagatapurva 
yena anyakaranapariharena padam bodhayati. pratyaksarh 
ca pramanameva na bhavati. katharh tat padapratipadanaya 
alam? na ca nityasya vijndnadyarthakriydkaranasdmarthyamasti. 
evarh laksyabhutarh padarh na vidyate. tadabhavannirvisayam 
paramdrtharh(mansard) laksanamiti. 

Translation: 1326 

It is not our experience that, the knowledge of meaning arises 
invariably in association with a morpheme. Had it been so, we could 
have said that, since there is no other factor responsible for such 
an understanding, it is the morpheme that causes the knowledge of 
the meaning. Perception cannot be the valid means in this respect 
because, it is not a valid means at all. Then how is it capable of 
causing the knowledge of a morpheme? It is not the case that, a 
permanent entity has the capacity to generate any function such 
as cognition etc. Thus, there is nothing called a morpheme which 
needs to be defined and when that is not there its definition is not 
left with any object. 

Text: 1327 

3Tfqq, qTfHerau|LH|fu| ^T#T cfai ciOT fine!, Hdl? qfqfqqfcl; cfqrfq 3pqq^ 
^cdPlBldi xf q fq^cfqq 5lFt(ct) WlifI 
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api ca, yani laksanaparani sutrani tesarh laksanarh vidyate, na va? 
yadi vidyate; tatrapi anyad atrapi ityanisthaydrh ca na kihcit padarh 
jhanarh(tarh) syat. 

Translation: 1327 

Moreover, what you consider to be the definition-rules, whether 
there is any definition of them, or, not? If you say, there is, then, 
there also should be definition of that and in this way, it will lead 
to endless regress and as a consequence, no pada, or, morpheme can 
ever be known. 

Text: 1328 

atha na vidyate; kimevarh tarhi tesarh sadhutvarh na vidyate ? 

Translation: 1328 

If you say, there are no definitions, or, rules, then, does it mean that 
they are not grammatically correct? 

Text: 1329 

3T2T c^TWRFTsfcr cfaT %frT; ^ 

cTW^Flsfcr ‘hR^Ri 

atha laksanabhdve’pi tesarh sadhutvarh vidyate; evarh gdvi-goryi- 
goputtaliketyevamadindmapi apabhrarhsd(sd)narh laksanabhave ’pi 
sadhutvarh bhavisyati. 

Translation: 1329 

If you say that, even if there are no rules of grammar and still 
they are grammatically correct, then, the ordinary dialectical forms 
such as gavl, goni, goputtalika and the like which are known as 
apabhramsa words should also be declared as grammatically correct 
in the absence of any rules for them. 

Text: 1330 

3tst j iioni4Ri ^MdunR 3RTTS3ycip;i 

atha laksanabhavanna gavyadinarh sadhutvam; tada sutrapa- 
ddnamapi tadabhavadeva asadhutvam. 

Translation: 1330 

If you say, the words like gavi etc. are not accepted as standard 
grammatical forms, because, there are no grammatical rules to 
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explain them, then, the words of the rules of Panini should also 
be declared as ungrammatical because, there are no rules for them. 
Text: 1331 

3Tfq xf, ^TFT emftefcTT STf3> ’WfcT? 

'd'-Milcl, cfT 31c||T|ebcclH, crater cfT *>i|Ri|A|M ^ira?r, 3PT?T^- 
MfdMiRdiafer3Tafta^c|#q?r, apRiscj'ir.riKu'i ^rfrr ^tt‘ h^r? 

apt ca, yadi nama laksanavikalata sabdasya; tada kirn 
bhavati? kimuccarayiturmukhabhahgah sampadyate, sabdasya va 
avacakatvam, arthasya va rupaviparyaso jayate, kirn va apasabda- 
pratipaditdrthasya arthakriyakartrtvarh hiyate, apasabdoccarane 

sati amahgalodayo va bhavati ? 

Translation: 1331 

Moreover, if you say, a word does not have any rule to explain 
it, what happens? Does the vocal cavity of the speaker break, or, 
the word becomes inexpressive, or, meaning gets distorted, or, the 
meaning obtained from an ungrammatical word does not cause its 
function, or, is it the case that, if someone utters ungrammatical 
word, something inauspicious takes place? 

Text: 1332 

jlxrftJTT: WcfchK:, ^ ^MeP^I 

tadyadi tavat pravaktrmukhabhahgo bhavati gavisabdoccarane sati; 
tadaite bahularh gdvisabdoccaranarh kurvanah samupalabhyante 
pravaktarah, na ca tesarh mukhabhahgah samupalabhyate. 

Translation: 1332 

If you say, the vocal cavity of the speaker breaks, when he utters the 
word gavl, in the sense of cow, it is not true because, innumerable 
speakers are found uttering the word gavl, but nobody’s vocal cavity 
is seen to have broken. 

Text: 1333 

3T&T clMdKcj dlMM^; dddyb'f, Wfel cijl^Fd HHIdK: I 

atha gavisabdasya vacakatvarh nopapadyate; tadayuktam, gavi- 
sabdena bahularh vyaharanti pramatarah. 
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Translation: 1333 

If you say that, the word gavl is not expressive of its meaning, which 
is not proper, because, innumerable knowers use the word gavl. 

Text: 1334 

3T2I TTsawfdfMc^di % WHSPilW 

atha go ’rthapratipitsunarh gavisabdasravananantararh gosabde 
smrtirupajayate sa ca gavadyarthavacaka iti cet; 

Translation: 1334 
Clarification: 

Well, those who want to know the meaning ‘cow’, remember the 
word ‘go’ after hearing the word gavl, because, it is the word ‘go’ 
which is expressive of the word ‘cow’. 

Text: 1335 

dddybR, '-cRWIdldi ^ df^dl ^fcT:? dRRfl R 

TtSSWfdMfd: Wcfl 

tadayuktam, mlecchadmarh sadhusabdaparijndndbhdvdt katharh 
tadvisaya smrtih? tadabhave na go'rthapratipattih syat. 

Translation: 1335 
Reply: 

It is not proper. The tribals do not have the knowledge of standard 
grammatical form and so how can they remember the word ‘go’ and 
in absence of remembrance, they should not have the knowledge of 
cow from the word gavl (which is contrary to the fact) 

Text: 1336 

3T&T 3TSR2T *rafcT; dddybR, d’ STfatfklHH'W J lWldl 

cdldxIhHI ^ETI 

atha arthasya rupaviparyaso bhavati; tadayuktam, na gavisabdena 
abhidhiyamanasya gorupata vyavarttamana drsta. 

Translation: 1336 

If you say that, the meaning gets distorted, that is also not proper. 
Nobody has seen that what is expressed by the word ‘gavl’, is not 


a cow. 
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Text: 1337 

3?ar ?k?r; dddybh,, stWIaihU'W 

wra4 nifcici^ 

atha arthakriyakartrtvarh hiyate; tadayuktam, gavisabdena abhidhi- 
yamanasya vahadohaprasavasamarthyarh nativartate gopindasya. 

Translation: 1337 

If you say, it does not cause the function viz activities related to 
the cow, it will not be proper, because, whatever is conveyed by the 
word ‘gavT, is the animal called cow, which is not devoid of capacity 
of carrying load, milking and giving birth to a calf. 

Text: 1338 

3T&T Wf?|6<lT>x|KU||<H^elki| v l *mfeT, *T ^ cJMchd 3RTT§$T^RII 

cf^d- 

c||T|4Kc||sftMsfcr fWT: gnzrqrpzfr: II 

atha gavisabdoccaranadamahgalodayo bhavati, na tu vacakatvarh 
nirakriyate asadhusabdasya. taduktam- 

apasabdo ’numanena vacakah kaiscidisyate, 
vacakatva’visese’pi niyamah punyapapayoh. 

Translation: 1338 

If you think that by uttering the word ‘gave something inauspicious 
is going to take place, and you are not denying the fact that an 
ungrammatical non-standard form also expresses its meaning as it 
is supported by the following statement, “Some thinkers conclude by 
inference that, a non-standard ungrammatical word also expresses 
its meaning, although there is no difference so far as its expressive 
character is concerned, a grammatical form leads to something 
auspicious that is meritorious and an ungrammatical form leads 
to something inauspicious, or, demeritorious.” 

Text: 1339 

dddybh., ^1 'HI? ^rfc^FSrmFTTcfl *T dN'lfcdcclIII^?) tHIUHfrcll 

c^Tcl xf ^ ^f^r[?r]ci|fhfd ^ n 3F9R qfu^dHHft 

oqc|^K v l<ddHd?Hl?ll 



tadayuktam, tena saha pratibandhabhavat. na capostitvagra- 
hakarh(?) pramanamasti. anyathaiva kale ca na mlecci[ta]vyamiti 
niyamo ’ bhyupagamyate. na ca suddham, anyatra panditanamapi 
vyavaharodayadanadarsanat. 

Translation: 1339 

That is also not proper, because, there is no invariable relationship 
with merit and demerit. There is no proof to support it. At times, 
the injunction, “One should not use dialectical and non-standard 
form” is interpreted differently. It is not correct, because, even the 
learned people are seen to entertain such usage. 

0.16 

Granthopasarhhdrah 

(Conclusion) 

Text: 1340 

3TfeTftcTWJfbTT: ci|c|gK| ETSPrT ffcH 

tf ^TTcTT dft ?tm ^3^: 

?rsfcr m frHcl 

^ HSIdfe- 

cMlwraftfe 3T ffcf ^TTfci w zn^rfcrn 

Ml'yug^ugHibjffr 5lHtef§Rc|f^[dl:l 

c||RQbU|c|: || 

APTo °i°i ?pft ^Idelchc H'WlclH clwflWf^pSTgf^hT 
cldlfal Wfll 

tadevamupaplutesveva tattvesu 
avicaritaramamyah sarve vyavahara ghatanta iti. 
ye yatd nahi gocararh suraguroh buddhervikalpa drdhah, 
prapyante nanu te ’pi yatra vimale pakhandadarpacchidi 
bhattasrijayarasidevagurubhih srsto mahartodayah- 
tattvopaplavasirhha esa iti yah khyatirh pararh yasyati. 
pakhandakhandanabhijhd jhanodadhivivarddhitah 
j ay araserj ay antiha vikalpa vadijisnavah. 

sarhvatl349 margaO vadi 11 sanau dhavalakakke maharhO 
narapalena tattvopaplavagranthapustika lekhiti. bhadram. 
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Translation: 134 0 

In this way, when all that you consider to be real, cannot be proved 
to be real, it is nice to say that, all our behaviors with the world are 
going smoothly only until we do not reflect on them critically. Even 
those doubts or critical questions which could not become the object 
of knowledge of even Brhaspati, the preceptor of the Gods, have 
been raised by the teachers viz. Shri Jayarasi Bhatta, for the sake of 
removing the pride of the fools. This text called Tattvopaplavasirhha 
composed by them has a great future and it is going to be very 
famous. These doubts, or, critical questions of Jayarasi which know 
how to refute the stubborn and which will expand the ocean of 
knowledge are indeed capable of winning over the arguments of the 
opponents. The manuscript of this book called Tattvopaplavasirhha 
was written by Narapal in the place called Dhavalkkaka on Saturday 
the 11th day of the Krsnapaksa in the month called Margaslrsa in 
the Samvat 1349. 
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q^RT, 37 

Mri|i||-d^1l4?ei|, 209, 210 
M, 261 
Wtm, 272 
^K^rmicr, is, 19 
M, 136 
q’TlW, 107, 118 
5FPIW, 104, 105 
WH|U|l-d^Hc|Snft?TTaJ(2|qi|r4, 324 
73 

W^fxl'toM1, 73 

qffrftTPTSRf, 6, 11, 39, 40, 239 
wra<EiM<M<|skF5FgT^cf5, 438 
HFTOcT, 18, 19 
HTfHW, 73 


WIHIui], 101, 103, 451, 457, 470 

SFSPT, 318 

«TTW, 8 

snm, 72, 443 

qraijdllxi, 8 

eTOIjdlK, 8, 10 

qTOKlsdcci, 126, 453, 454 

qimfqTS, 9 

qrolmfri, 70 

enezRnsicfjtncr, 68 

4ldMfuSd, 2 

srrw^Pi'ii^ui, 166 

6n^nsiciicf#Srfcr, 402 

qTMarfqiq, 391 

ffe, 249 

ff^FT, 239, 248 
ff^qfWc^HT, 249, 250 
ffeWT, 249 
■TO, 312 
62 

^ic]oi]c]>i-m, 62 

272 

f^cJdlltM, 272, 279 

terror, 30, 306, 308 

\\JlellR, 257 

"“P, 237 

\dRsild, 237 

^,212 

^KMlWmi, 309 
“tr^T cCfcrf^lTcT, 172 
259 

’Tt^T, 317, 318 
^ft^TTcpR, 322 
^chifSni^p, 319—321 
321 

qW, 319, 322 
UFcTcTT, 137, 138 
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mf%, 77, 136 
108, 110 
HdlsIH, 175 
HdlRsIH, 168, 236 
^fxT, 55, 57, 94 
I l^tf%EI?Ptc45f^cT, 54 
H'JlRlPwil, 8, 52, 443 
HSTllfcfeH'WdccI, 41 
235 

HldHlRcK1H-ST, 258 
MM, 4 

462 

132 

HHci1cK-&nM, 4 
*TH7T, 172, 222 
ftam, 443, 455 
ftaillSlH, 14, 184 

ftsHIRsr, 41, 52, 55, 57, 64, 65, 69, 
182,186,245,455 
4,«*)Mdl, 337 
*to*>Mdl, 221 
^WlWcl, 4 
HteffEFcTT, 318 
T ft5TT‘Hlc|M4H^I, 324 
474 

j-clKidcii, 475 
EIofTf^raFT, 145 
EWTsfer, 455 
iilPlsIH, 128, 189 
iflPlWrilST, 46, 126, 165 
TEfKTTS^rficTTEpRt, 375 
^si^lRlIui, 204 

TFTlfeTEPEM, 126, 151, 165, 183, 189 
x!Mls1l, 27, 62 
WT, 138 

394 

*)Mfjglfd'M'Hlcl4>, 394 


WHTFT, 394 

W1WTT, 140, 167, 192, 237 

*)MI4>Kdl, 194 

ETW, 5 

ETOTT?, 239 

eTa-^T, 458 

fwmw, 294 

fclwteraffi^, 443 

fd^4'Hv4drc|, 112, 113 

cp£3TT^cT, 409 

4W, 458, 459 

c|u|cfx;jHS|ct>, 459 

c|UKH4,<|i], 465 

4U|fcMI, 460 

cR^RIHRjIcm, 355 

cl'kj'dxll, 414 

cl'kJ'M'TO, 216, 409 

clfe^Mdl, 216 

ETTEPT, 438, 441 

cj|x|cf>ccl-i iff, 436 

cIlfdR'Ilui, 229 

cTTfaf^J, 476 

ETTfH 253 

cl I^<1 gw n>h c|HH IHa^f, 423 
fcWc-HfcMa, 355 
fc|0(cMcf)|, 169 
fciRsWldHsH, 409 

fcIsTFT, 244, 323, 344—346, 348, 354, 
359,364 

Rl51M'JM0<rc(, 53, 174 
f4s1H'jMill4>Kdl, 236 
RsIHdK'IcWI, 221 

R5lH-flcHlRc|o|4, 222 

RsIH'tiMdl, 237, 341 
RsIH-bM'l, 73 
RsiM'dfld, 195 
RsIH'H-dHIjMMFd, 228, 230 
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fc)s1H'HHcl|i|, 300 
OslU'WcISm, 169 
feFTTf^nrccT, 53, 54 
(c) 51MM-<|R, 302 
RsiMl’TTcT, 375 
RsiMN^HiRiddl, 53, 54 
RdldlsMlRcilH, 454 
247 

%P4HmeF«RccT, 242, 244 

fcrf^g^, 268, 269 

I^TTST, 4 12 

f^TT?T^, 408 

I^TT?T^, 409 

f^TSIWT, 445 

RPTTtTRs^TfcR^T, 85 

RL|4il5lH, 10, 127, 149, 250 

%Rfa, 84, 85 

Msuar, 272 

M^uar:, 273, 274, 278 

feWW, 457 

fct^tcp, 211 

f4?H 448 

f^WlRsVWFIcTSm, 435 
fer, 286, 315 
fcpsRT, 138 

132, 135 

fwif^inFIeTSm, 435 
(4li|l<4>K, 218, 224 
RlillMSKdWT, 71, 72 
fctwaJ:, 60, 148 
(cl'H'cllR, 127 
fftf:, 251 

197 

■^IrlRctx-mR^ui, 221 
‘ifri'ilsiici, 253 
4^, 443 

fem, 438, 439, 442 


ckfSi^, 119 
443 
449 
449 

fear WIH|Ui], 443 
c|cf>(e4cf) '(iHi'-ii, 359 
cJjfrR, 123, 130, 132, 133 
czmap, 461 

ti|fdRd-i'lM'JllcHlcl?m, 99, 100, 302—304, 
462,463 

cii^xiKiciiftxiKslfSlEzr, 238 
ci|(5|x||R, 14 
caj^TEnRcTT, 184, 185 
ci|cK-{|A||dH4>, 5, 85, 87—89, 91 
cAlciSN, 422 

sraiRf^g, 108, 162, 255, 293 

oMc]fBdl8lfjMe1®f^W:, 92 

cJnW4FT, 350 

cJnf^TFRW, 96, 262, 294 

cJJlcfrfe, 24, 50 

cmfrTTcpRT, 16 

cill^lH 347 

cA)|^chxM'flTcT, 16 

$I«;S1M, 150 

§i«;fci5iM, 7 

?T^Tt^fcmTc[5RcTT, 250 

SI«;ijA|)\jH, 173 

?T^T8M:, 436, 437 

?Rkl^1, 347 

^dlRc^ui, 250 

#f?RT, 109 

TCq^iai, 292 

Tim, 430, 431 

AlsIKilikiH-ST, 430 

TTfft, 430 

7WM, 34, 38 

'idRixfl, 84 
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FffcTCT?b 382 
^fcKlTd, 389, 390 
336 
148 

80, 262 
Tl^cT, 436 
TlffclcT?^, 436 
'HdcilMdR^W, 255 
i-i cl el'll d^tHI#, 233 
Tlcft, 70, 284, 351, 387, 389, 466 
■UrTT, 290, 413, 415, 416 
'HxlIVslu^Hi, 270 

'HxtlHI^ui, 41,286, 297, 298, 300, 306, 
329,359,431,440, 441,467 
'dxllfSlt'ticl, 271 
■fREf, 312 
'(icilcl'ifcjsiM, 50 
■HrRBWtRRRET, 244 

259, 279, 360, 363 
^?T, 28, 236 
'H-dKrafe:, 237 
'H-dMIjMMlrl, 227, 232 
443 

^%5lFT, 86, 90 
TF^RT, 250 
'HfacM, 40, 93 

240 

FHcFEETERTcT, 456 

255 

FM, 17, 31, 38 
FWJ:, 31, 35, 300, 301 
FREfTOsTTfwr, 37 
31 

FWftoH 304 
TWFMTcftWT, 347 

418, 419 

459 


430 

F’-EHg, 304 

7F«RT, 32 — 34, 38, 437 
F^FST:, 436 

249, 264 
F^Fwrfcrgsi, 33 
266 

32 

32 

W^TTepR, 34 

263, 265, 328, 329, 416 
264 

FPRef, 435 
'HUWrcl, 187, 189 
FRRfTH, 14, 85, 184 
WHW, 250 
9, 10, 448 
'HcWHIuikMlRd, 244 
yi4'4FFET4F1, 315 
>H4ci]c]SKRd'l4W'H^, 237 
’ReTT:, 76, 347 
'df40c-40, 164, 170, 238 
FFErFiFErfenTTcr, 258 
'HSldld, 43, 233, 283, 284, 468 
'HSlMciJ-’T, 391, 395 
FRsFFRcT, 322 
7TFp?T, 27, 28, 427, 428 
yTTSHtoeT, 168 
yTTfqRSFR, 458 
474 

yns^lfc)^, 446 
OIHH, 17, 24, 25, 27--31 
'HHFiW'RslfH, 29 
FFTRTzff:, 263, 326, 328 
29 

FFTHFTf4f%, 327 
'HHI-il'MdSmt:, 329 
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291, 326, 350 
TTTTTzr, 27, 211, 237 
TTTcrf^T, 413 

291, 293, 327 
Rte|41iezRTT, 319, 405 
73 

7^1 (4, 44 

^I'R4j|4, 302, 303, 306, 308, 309 
460, 462 

7£T, 458 
7&nf?H[, 406 
TRETTT, 156, 160, 161 
'HieicbKdl, 356 

458, 469 

7-H7U||cd7cll, 147, 429 
T^RnncPRCTScRT, 83, 84 
T^jfcRST, 77, 78, 80--82 
'F^fdWHX 84 
T’jfcRo'TccR, 1 45 
T^cgcqRcp, 142, 145 
^pjcgcqrac^T, 147 
'W4>KU|ct>dm, 333 
'M^KUkhxIkhui-ST, 290 
7^, 24 
TcTpr'flfTT, 330 

7«rqcR^|ct)|d'M , Hlc|HM0rc|, 333 
T^PTFT, 174, 223 
^cPTIcr - |4Q'^-, 158 
347 

7«mic|ljHH, 416, 423 
Wi]y-ox||4, 431 
7WR3n^TT, 269, 275 
T-ciToMciii^Fa-dm, 71, 72 
WToMIM^ToMI, 71 
'WToHlfTrlrq, 270, 271 
7^R7OT31^I7TT, 156 
T^eTCTOgfe, 256 


T^feT^uiyfd'HlRHdl, 156, 161 
T^feTW^, 356 
7<rd«TOft:, 263, 328, 329 
TcfeTWTTITTT, 237, 386 
7<ler^u|(4tji), 358 

^T?fnTf4w^r, 136, 138, 356, 358 
?c[cTOU||vjMdl, 150 
T^feTWTyfcPmf^cTT, 150 
7<| 14^4471114-41 f%l^T:, 65, 71 
7^rf4wRra7n4tf%, 271 
74fwiFFd7, 168, 222 
7<rt4w^rRf4wilcmft, 175 
T47l4£k4 71SlMd«T, 395 
7<mrTT^R, 184 
7471x1 IHIdljTl ST, 184 
74744I4o>14(7 : £[cT, 347 
7<rtg7TFTs4, 175, 217 
7<TT?Tl?m, 355 
202 

^4id«TTcr, 353—355, 366, 457, 468, 
469 

S^ L bd'HI4I^MM(r1, 232, 233, 333, 342 
^4id'HI4l4Sn7W, 365, 366, 416 
^4id71H-sncmRW, 281 
^FcR, 445 
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cTt#WWTcTTH fe'lNHIHIM 


W4R, 426 
^RT%, 453 
dedlMkHcl Rig, 1,453 
cTSTFlcT, 221 

cTTSJFTcT, 1 15, 146, 312 
R J |J-sN, 301 
SfcfefcfcfKp, 453 
dWeT, 453 

7, 26, 52, 61, 125, 189, 239, 250, 282, 292, 322, 409, 414, 
sjg'b-lfd, 2, 183 

188, 308,396 
169 

HlbKHch, 96, 105, 101, 114, 228, 309, 311 
eTWTR, 88 
114, 

^icMIcKH, 99 
105 

7TR5T, 239, 301 
yj J ld, 92 

301 

#4d, 127, 135, 174, 182, 187, 211, 227, 436 




srancRTT^ 

3T#T 

3TH^§l1^eFWr 

3Tsffq^M5ft g^T: 
3T4^rf4RRlWr 
3T^RR del id 
3Tf^TT'HN'HH-?7W 
aif4'H'c|lR5lHM.(WH|UNI. 3d) 


f^TTddTTT 
d1%eT RsIHM. 

d (5FTMdT. ?. 5 6 ?) 

d WTWTsf qRRi>il 

dTf^T dcbHIHKlb. 

fdeJbRT sFlcRTRF[ 

M^MdillS^tc^Fb 

M'Jd'iRbH'iS’TraTd: 
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(§c#fF|T. ^ 3ejW.3?X.) 

^1% (WH|U|c][. 3 . ^ ^) 

^feru^mcf^ 

i^chffE|!Hc|il4 3TT^rT 

^ 'jqrcT: dd'TOWTTd: 

^g| ^f^STT^RT: 
cprxTf d ‘Hcjfd 
chcrmiMlci 
1 $rtWJ#T 
^uk^Is^t cTTW[ 

30 THT WT W[ 

TtWRTT^SJR; 

wi: ^F^anf^fr 

^■RTf^lxl^xll 

dtddT drfadT jffig: 

d^4chH4,HHM. (^TRR|.‘I.'1.4) 

dRH4,<|i| 

dddsjjMUl'l TOT: (TFTFPTT. ?. 3 H °i ) 
cRFT Plc-4 d44 
?FTT*Mf?T%: 
c^RT cilsichHi ^fDichccllct 

^§^f4^c-^ 1^1444 |k-m 
^^Rrsjrgwrd; 

dtFT: 'H-dlfrl (dW^t.^. 5 H 4) 

£R WcAlPtftxi 

^WFFcR 


5TRTSRTFH 

5TRT& ch < vL|H|L|'lciii_(-i||i|(4. c 1.V) 
JfRT^T chc^HNlciM. 

PRT^JT SlPlchrcl'i 
^TtdraTcT§|sdc|l^lrc|*l 

^sajq^SJTft'dT WT 
W\ t^FT W\ 
■y|Rl^Li|8RFsFefd: PR! 
Hld.^PlJsbHUIH-d^ 

d: 

ddd^^RW c l(?TFR'qTM °i.°iM) 
cT|fe: 

c||-c)cr)<:4d Tf. 

R^ihh'Im. 

fcRT?T%7d 

fcrdSfirTtraT: 

f4M3^FTT. 

4d^T5fFTTTOF[ 

4chfe4cb dIHMM. 

Slffcltd 

dRwM (a^.^.x) 

^ ‘FM: 

'HIHK) 

fdii^i4 

^leraVft 

^TeT5FTf4w. 






































































